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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of the differences in
attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning among higher
education administrators situated at different levels of policy involvement. The
population for this study was higher education administrators at 153 institutions in the
United States that hold the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business
(AACSB) accreditation and offer degrees online. The study was conducted during the
2013-2014 academic year.
A mixed-methods approach to data collection was selected for this study. The
findings revealed the following: a) attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of
online learning did not change based on higher education administrators’ level of policy
involvement, characteristics, or knowledge about state authorization; b) administrators
are frustrated with the process of state authorization; c) administrators are committed to
following the process in order to legally offer online learning programs outside of their
home state; d) most administrators identified their purpose of involvement in state
authorization policy as mobilizing resources in order to achieve policy requirements; e) in
the policy-making process, administrators reported having a role in implementing state
authorization policy but did not feel they had a voice or vote when it came to state
authorization policy development or implementation; and f) administrators are in favor of
a national reciprocity agreement where states would agree to recognize other states’
online education programs as long as those programs are certified by the home state.
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CHAPTER ONE
NATURE OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction
On October 29, 2010, the Unites States (U.S.) Department of Education released
regulation 34 C.F.R. §600.9(c) State Authorization. The regulation stated that in order
for an out-of-state institution to offer postsecondary education through distance or
correspondence education and to continue to receive Title IV funds, it must obtain
approval to operate in states where such approval is required (State Authorization, 2010).
However, federal courts ruled against the U.S. Department of Education and halted its
enforcement of regulation 34 C.F.R. §600.9(c) State Authorization. Despite federal court
rulings effectively removing the state authorization requirement, some states have
changed their authorization requirements making it more difficult or expensive for
colleges to get permission to operate across states (Nelson, 2012).
States have the responsibility of establishing and maintaining institutions of
higher education within its borders (Ewell, Boeke, & Zis, 2010). “State government
authorities are responsible for regulating postsecondary education within their
jurisdictions through the initial approval of providers to offer postsecondary education
services, oversight, and the enforcement of applicable state laws and regulations” (U.S.
Department of Education, n.d., p. 1). States determine the availability of state student
financial aid, develop and implement transfer of credit policies, and make decisions with
regard to licensure of individuals within their state (Ewell et al., 2010). The U.S.
Department of Education’s state authorization regulation called for expanded state
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oversight of higher education if a state participated in federal programs. This current
study was designed to gain an understanding of the differences in attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization of online learning among higher education
administrators situated at different levels of policy involvement.
In a 2008 report, the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) defined
distance education as a formal educational process where the instructor and student are
not in the same location (Parsad & Lewis, 2008). Distance education can be
asynchronous or synchronous and communication can be through audio, video, computer
technology, or correspondence (Parsad & Lewis, 2008). Online learning is access to
learning experiences via the Internet and other Web-based technologies (Benson, 2002).
Allen & Seaman (2013) described online courses as those in which at least 80 percent of
the course material is delivered online.
According to Allen and Seaman (2014) in their report of online learning in higher
education, fall 2012 showed an increase of 6.1% over fall 2011in enrollments for students
taking at least one online course. From 2002 to 2012, online learning in higher education
increased 16.1% whereas the total student population in higher education increased 2.5%
during the same period (Allen & Seaman, 2014).
Greendale and Warner (2012) believed there are a number of factors driving the
growth in online learning among traditional institutions. These factors included the
following: (a) faculty and administrators’ growing awareness of the quality and accessenhancing potential of online learning; (b) technological advances; (c) institutions
looking for new sources of revenue; and (d) increased competition for students. The
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introduction of the U.S. Department of Education’s regulation 34 C.F.R. §600.9(c) State
Authorization and the growth of online learning provide a background to this study’s
problem statement.
Statement of Problem
Higher education administrators must constantly evaluate the role online learning
plays at their institution. Complying with state authorization of online programs can be
quite lengthy and expensive. Consequently, this study asked: Is there a difference in
attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning among higher
education administrators situated at different levels of policy involvement?
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of the differences in
attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning among higher
education administrators situated at different levels of policy involvement. The
secondary purpose of this study was to provide a better understanding of the extent
institutions pursue state authorization. To support these purposes, the study investigated
a primary research question and two secondary research questions.
Research Questions
The primary research question was:
•

Is there a difference in attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of
online learning among higher education administrators situated at different levels
of policy involvement?
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The secondary research questions were:
•

What are the prevalent administrator attitudes and perceptions regarding state
authorization of online learning?

•

What is the relationship between knowledge of state authorization of online
learning and attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization?
Significance of the Study
Federal intervention in state authorization of out-of-state institutions offering

online programs has been a major topic among higher education institutions in the last
few years (The Sloan Consortium, 2013). Moreover, there is limited research on the
impact of states’ authorization policies on out-of-state institutions offering online
learning. This study is significant because it explored the attitudes and perceptions of
administrators across institutions in the United States that hold the Association to
Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) accreditation and offer degrees online
who are faced with the task of seeking state authorization. This study is relevant since the
topic of state authorization impacts public and private institutions that offer online
learning.
Theoretical Framework
This study investigated the differences in attitudes and perceptions toward state
authorization of online learning among higher education administrators situated at
different levels of policy involvement. The overarching framework for this study was
policy change theory. However, the focus was on the change actor. The conceptual
framework presented in this study was based on Ostrom’s (2007) institutional analysis
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and development (IAD) framework and Flanagan, Uyarra, and Laranja’s (2011) roles of
actors in the policy process.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions framed this study:
•

Attitude – “Summary evaluations of objects (e.g. oneself, other people, issues,
etc.) along a dimension ranging from positive to negative” (Petty, Wegener, &
Fabrigar, 1997, p. 611).

•

Administrator – In this study, the term was limited to individuals at institutions of
higher education who oversee online learning.

•

Distance education – Formalized instructional learning where the student is
separated from their instructor by time and/or space (Armatas, 2008).

•

Distance learning – Improved capabilities in knowledge and/or skills as a result of
experiences that are constrained by time and/or space (King, Young, DrivereRichmond, & Schrader, 2001).

•

Distributed education - The process of giving or receiving systematic instruction
through emerging learning technologies that deliver synchronous and/or
asynchronous instruction.

•

Distributed learning – The acquisition of knowledge through emerging
technologies that disseminate synchronous and/or asynchronous instructional
materials (Armatas, Holt, & Rice, 2004; Havice & Havice, 2005).

•

Mobile education – The act of imparting knowledge through the use of mobile
devices such as PDA, mobile phone, iPad, etc.
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•

Mobile learning – Attaining knowledge or skills anywhere and anytime using a
mobile device such as PDA, mobile phone, iPad, etc. Mobile learning is based on
“mobility of technology, mobility of learners, and mobility of learning that
augments the higher educational landscape” (El-Hussein & Cronje, 2010, p. 17).

•

Online education – Formalized instructional learning via the Internet or other
Web-based technologies.

•

Online learning – Access to learning experiences via the Internet and other Webbased technologies (Benson, 2002).

•

Online learning program – For the purposes of this study, an online program was
a postsecondary certificate or degree where the presentation of educational
content is delivered via the Internet and other Web-based technologies. “This may
be delivered with a wide range and combination of media, such as text, narration,
audio, and video” (Nord, 2011, p. 131).

•

Perception – “The set of processes by which a person becomes aware of and
interprets information about his or her environment” (Moorhead & Griffin, 1992,
p. 79).

•

Policy beneficiaries – “Actors who benefit (or lose out) from the
impacts/outcomes of the policy action” (Flanagan et al., 2011, p. 207).

•

Policy entrepreneurs – “Actors promoting a policy problem/solution package”
(Flanagan et al., 2011, p. 207).
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•

Policy implementation agents – “Existing or newly created actors in receipt of
resources from a policy principal in order to achieve a policy outcome” (Flanagan
et al., 2011, p. 207).

•

Policy principals – “Actors mobilizing government resources in order to achieve a
policy goal or goals” (Flanagan et al., 2011, p. 207).

•

Policy targets – “Actors targeted by policy action for behavior change, or new
actors (organizations or networks) created by policy action in order to fill a
perceived gap in the system” (Flanagan et al., 2011, p. 207).

•

Private, For-Profit Institution – The individual(s) or agency in control of an
educational institution receives compensation for the assumption of risk (IPEDS,
n.d.).

•

Private, Not-for-Profit Institution - The individual(s) or agency in control of an
educational institution receives no compensation for the assumption of risk
(IPEDS, n.d.).

•

Public Institution - An educational institution operated by publicly elected or
appointed officials and is supported primarily by public funds (IPEDS, n.d.).

•

Reciprocity agreements – “States agree to recognize other states’ online education
programs as long as those programs have been certified by the home state” (The
Sloan Consortium, 2013, p. 10).

•

State: The 50 United States and the District of Columbia.

•

State Authorization – “Institutions that offer distance learning outside of their
home states must be authorized, licensed, or otherwise allowed to participate
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actively in states where their students are even if the institution has no physical
location there” (The Sloan Consortium, 2013, p. 8).
Study Limitations and Delimitations
The limitations of this study included, but are not limited to the following: (a)
relying on self-reported data from participants as the primary source of data in this study;
(b) findings could be subject to other interpretations; (c) difficulty in comparing results of
two analyses using data of different forms; and (d) limited time and resources. The
delimitations of this study included, but are not limited to the following: (a) surveying
participants from only one professional organization; (b) distributing the survey
instrument through electronic mail, it is possible that a number of intended recipients did
not receive the e-mail due to computer security settings (i.e., spam blocker); (c) the
researcher having inherent bias related to working with state authorization in higher
education; and (d) the study was completed by a novice researcher.
Chapter Summary
State authorization of online learning is a challenge faced by administrators in
higher education. This study sought to fill the gap in the research literature on the
differences in attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning
among higher education administrators situated at different levels of policy involvement.
In support of the purpose and significance of this study, this chapter provided one
primary research question and two secondary research questions guiding the study in
addition to operational definitions and limitations. Ostrom’s (2007) IAD framework and
Flanagan’s et al. (2011) actor roles were introduced as the theoretical basis for this study.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
This study investigated the differences in attitudes and perceptions toward state
authorization for online learning among higher education administrators situated at
different levels of policy involvement. This chapter presents a review of the literature
and research relevant to the subject areas of this study. The first section is a
comprehensive review of distributed and distance learning to show the evolution of
online learning. The second section consists of an overview of the state authorization of
online learning policy. The final section provides the theoretical framework for the study
based on Ostrom’s (2007) institutional analysis and development (IAD) framework and
Flanagan, Uyarra, and Laranja’s (2011) roles actors play in the policy process.
Boote and Beile (2005) described the importance of justifying criteria for
inclusion and exclusion from the literature review. This study searched the following
electronic databases for relevant literature: (a) Education Research Complete; (b)
Political Science Complete; (c) Business Source Complete; and (d) Google Scholar.
Appendix A is a listing of relevant search terms.
Distributed, Distance, and Online Learning
This section of the literature review discusses distributed, distance, and online
learning. The section is divided into three parts: (a) defining distributed, distance, and
online learning; (b) the present state of distributed learning; and (d) the future of
distributed learning.
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Defining Distributed, Distance, and Online Learning
Distributed learning is an overarching term that describes the dissemination of
instructional materials using current instructional technology and methods. Distance
learning and online learning both fall under the term distributed learning. Distributed
learning is utilized in elementary and secondary schools, post-secondary education,
corporations, and the United States military. Furthermore, universities are now creating
centers or institutes for distributed learning. For example, California State University and
the University of Central Florida both have a center for distributed learning and Virginia
Tech has an institute for distance and distributed learning. Even the Department of
Defense has created centers of distributed learning (Kenyon, Twogood, & Summerlin,
2013). These centers and institutes provide leadership, coordination, and support of
distributed learning activities.
A distributed learning environment integrates a number of emerging learning
technologies to deliver synchronous and asynchronous instruction (Armatas, Holt, &
Rice, 2004; Havice & Havice, 2005). Saltzberg and Polyson (as cited in Granger &
Bowman, 2003) explained distributed learning allows instructor, students, and content to
be located in different locations so that instruction and learning occur independent of
time and place.
Distance learning is a subset of distributed learning and focuses on learners who
may be separated in time and space from the instructor and their peers (Oblinger, Barone,
& Hawkins, 2001). Distance learning began as correspondence courses in the nineteenth
century, moved into educational television in the twentieth century, and changed to
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learning via Web-based technologies in the 1990s (Simonson, 2011; Tracey & Richey,
2005; Perry & Pilati, 2011). Matheos and Archer (2004) explained, “Distributed learning
combines the most advanced forms of distance learning technologies with aspects of
conventional, campus-based education” (p. 3).
Benson (2002) explained online learning is access to learning experiences via the
Internet and other Web-based technologies. “Online courses are those in which at least
80 percent of the course content is delivered online” (Allen & Seaman, 2013, p. 7).
According to a 1995 Department of Education study, over 70% of higher education
institutions were at that time planning to start or increase offering courses using online or
other computer-based technologies (Armatas, 2008).
The Present State of Distributed Learning
Today, distributed learning is occurring in elementary and secondary schools,
post-secondary education, corporations, and in the military. In schools with children and
youth, educators are using distributed learning to offer classes that may not be available
in a face-to-face format. For example, schools use distributed learning to offer advanced
placement (AP) and college level classes to small rural high school students whose
schools may not offer these classes due to limited enrollments or an inability to find
qualified teachers for a single course. In addition, educators provide distributed learning
offerings in rural areas, to home-schooled students, and to virtual high school students.
Watson, Murin, Vashaw, Gemin, and Rapp (2011) found that “online and blended
learning opportunities existed for at least some [K-12] students in all 50 states plus the
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District of Columbia, but no state has a full suite of full-time and supplemental options
for students at all grade levels” (p. 4).
In post-secondary education, distributed learning is becoming important in order
for students to meet their educational goals. Distributed learning in the past was part of
an institution’s extension or continuing education unit. Matheos and Archer (2004)
explained that distributed learning has begun serving on-campus students as well as the
off-campus students traditionally served by distance education. Information is distributed
and students can access it through their computers, smartphones, iPads, and other
electronic devices that have Internet access. Armatas (2008) explained, “determining the
appropriate technology to use in a distance course is generally based on the availability
and cost thereof and on satisfying the intended audience” (p. 5). Distributed learning
allows students “more choice and flexibility along with opportunities to learn new and
important communication skills necessary for work in the global networked
environment” (Matheos & Archer, 2004, p. 4). In a 2013 survey of chief academic
leaders at more than 2,800 colleges and universities, 66% reported online education was
critical to their long-term strategy (Allen & Seaman, 2014).
Corporations use distributed learning to offer professional development to
employees; thereby reducing time employees are away from work, as well as reducing
training costs (Appana, 2008; Berge, 2013). Many companies have started their own, socalled, universities which provide specific training to their employees. Nazarinia Roy
and Schumm (2011) found:
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The key factors that can affect whether or not a business chooses to use distance
training and education include cost to the employer, lack of time for trainees and
trainers, fast-paced and quickly changing industries, developing training for high
volumes of employees, training for employees who are spread across a
geographically diverse area, reducing training budgets, and the need to become a
learning organization. (p. 213)
The United States military has been a leader in distributed learning for nearly 60
years (Nazarinia Roy & Schumm, 2011). In 2000, the U.S. Air Force merged their
extension course programs and the Air Force Distance Learning Office to form the Air
Force Institute for Advanced Distributed Learning (Nazarinia Roy & Schumm, 2011).
The mission of the institute is to promote, deliver and manage distance learning. In 2012,
the institute was reorganized and is now part of Education Operations and
Communications at Air University (Air University, n.d.).
In January 2001, the U. S. Army launched eArmyU, an online learning portal
(GoArmyEd, n.d.). Through eArmyU, soldiers can pursue certificate or degree programs
from a home college while taking distance learning courses from multiple colleges
(GoArmyEd, n.d.).
This section discussed how distributed learning is occurring in elementary and
secondary schools, post-secondary education, corporations, and the military in the 21st
Century. The study of these areas is important to understand how organizations are
providing maximum access to learning opportunities in the most efficient manner and
meeting the needs and values of their learners (Nazarinia Roy & Schumm, 2011). The
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enforcement of state authorization of online learning may limit access to learning
opportunities for students, employees, and service members. The following section will
examine the future of distributed learning.
The Future of Distributed Learning
According to Christensen, Horn, and Johnson (2008), distributed learning has
increased reliance on technology in the classroom. This technology has disrupted the
way students learn and teachers teach. Tapscott and Williams (2010) stated,
Universities are losing their grip on higher learning as the Internet is, inexorably,
becoming the dominant infrastructure for knowledge – both as a container and as
a global platform for knowledge exchange between people – and as a new
generation of students require a very different model of higher education. (p. 18)
A different model involves the replacement of the traditional classroom lecture
with collaborative learning techniques. Lecture capture is a way instructors can record
lectures and make them available digitally (EDUCAUSE, 2008). By having students
view lectures before coming to class, this frees up time in the classroom to increase
discussion and collaboration. Another term used to describe this approach to learning is
the flipped classroom.
The concept of the flipped classroom is to allow students the opportunity to learn
the material outside of class at their own pace and then be able to apply that
information in class when the teacher is available to help. (Baker & State, 2013, p.
75)
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During the first decade of the 21st Century, social networking increased how
people communicated and expressed opinions anytime and anywhere (Garrison, 2011).
In the next decade, Garrison predicts an increase in social networking by higher
education institutions as a way to link students to each other and the institution. Garrison
supported this statement and described social media as “becoming the “university quad”
where students can meet and create a sense of belonging and loyalty to the institution” (p.
127).
The 2013 New Media Consortium’s (NMC) Horizon Report for higher education
recently presented six technologies to watch for in the next five years (Johnson, Adams
Becker, Cummins, Estrada, Freeman, & Ludgate, 2013). Within the next 12 months, the
consortium predicted widespread adoption in higher education of massively open online
courses (MOOCs) and tablet computing (Johnson et al., 2013). MOOCs provide free
online courses geared toward large-scale participation.
MOOCs typically differ from regular online courses in that:
•

Those participating are not registered students at the school.

•

They are designed for unlimited participation and open access via the Web
– no tuition is charged

•

There is typically no credit given for completion of the MOOC. (Allen &
Seaman, 2014, p. 7)

Stanford University offered its first MOOC course, Sebastian Thrun’s
Introduction to Artificial Intelligence, and enrolled 160,000 students (Waters, 2013).
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Princeton, Harvard, and the Massachusetts and California Institutes of Technology have
joined Stanford in offering MOOCs (Kolowich, 2012).
The tablet computer, like a smartphone, is a mobile computing device with the
following characteristics: (a) portability; (b) a simplified user interface; (c) multifunctionality to include Internet access, e-mail, geolocation, and a camera; (d) and easy
connectivity via cellular and/or Wi-Fi connection (Currie, 2012). Most post-secondary
students grew up with an available Internet connection at home and school, and they
expect that connection to be with them wherever they go (Currie, 2012). Tablet
computing is expected to increase at universities due to the affordable cost and
availability of features. Many universities have already designed software and created
best practices for use of tablets on campus (Johnson et al., 2013). According to a survey
completed in 2013 by the Pew Research Center’s Internet Project, 35 percent of
Americans over the age of 16 own a tablet computer (Rainie & Smith, 2013).
Within two to three years, the consortium stated there will be an increase in
games, gamification, and learning analytics (Johnson et al., 2013). Games and
gamification strategies approach learning with educational games that engage the student
in the learning process. Learning analytics is, “the field associated with deciphering
trends and patterns from educational big data, or huge sets of student-related data, to
further the advancement of a personalized, supportive system of higher education”
(Johnson et al., 2013, p. 5).
NMC reported that society is four to five years away from widespread adoption of
3D printing and wearable technology. 3D printing is available now and offers an
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alternative to industrial forms of prototyping. Wearable technology refers to the
integration of electronic devices into clothing and accessories. “Although wearable
technology is not yet pervasive in higher education, the current highly functional clothing
and accessories in the consumer space show great promise” (Johnson et al., 2013, p. 6).
The evolution of distributed learning has extended the reach of the university
beyond the traditional classroom. As we look to the next decade, higher education has
enormous potential to use online delivery systems to advance educational institutions’
missions and reach out to students in new ways. Advances in technology will provide
tools for institutions to improve current distance and distributed learning programs.
Higher education institutions need to understand and embrace this technology in order to
meet the needs of future learners.
Summary of Distributed, Distance, and Online Learning
The evolution of distributed learning has extended the reach of the university
beyond the traditional classroom. A review of the literature reveals there is enormous
potential for higher education to use distributed learning to advance educational
institutions’ missions and reach out to students in new ways.
State Authorization of Online Learning
On October 29, 2010, the U.S. Department of Education released regulation 34
C.F.R. §600.9(c) State Authorization as follows:
If an institution is offering postsecondary education through distance or
correspondence education to students in a State in which it is not physically
located or in which it is otherwise subject to State jurisdiction as determined by

17

the State, the institution must meet any State requirements for it to be legally
offering postsecondary distance or correspondence education in that State. An
institution must be able to document to the Secretary the State's approval upon
request. (p. 66947)
The foundational authority for this regulation is the Higher Education Opportunity
Act (2008) and the act’s regulations related to financial aid programs. The U.S.
Department of Education implemented the State Authorization “program integrity”
regulation to “more actively exercise its regulatory authority over student financial aid,
primarily motivated by concerns about for-profit institutions” (Cummings, 2011, p. 110).
The U.S. Department of Education’s fiscal-year 2009 three-year federal student loan
cohort default rates showed for-profit institutions had the highest average default rate of
22.7%, with public institutions following at 11%, and private non-profit institutions at
7.5% (U.S. Department of Education, 2012).
Educators believed this regulation would “mandate the burdensome task of stateby-state certification, imposing a financial strain on web-based college programs that
could be passed down to students” (Carter, 2011, p. 12). One institution estimated its cost
to comply with all states’ authorization at $150,000 – $200,000 annually (Cummings,
2011). Minnesota State College and Universities found it would cost about $5.5 million
for 32 Minnesota campuses to seek approval in 49 states (Carter, 2011). Institutions of
higher education would be forced to identify where their Web-based students were
physically located, decipher state regulations, and decide if they needed to apply to each
state (Carter, 2011).
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Federal Court Decisions
In January 2011, the Career College Association, representing for-profit colleges,
challenged the state authorization regulation and filed a lawsuit against the Department of
Education (Lederman, 2011). The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia heard
the case on July 12, 2011. The Court found that the U.S. Department of Education
neither “expressly asked for comments on [this] particular issue [n]or otherwise made
clear that the agency was contemplating a particular change to the authorization
obligations of distance educators” (Career College Association v. Duncan, 2011, p. 38).
Since the Department of Education had not allowed for sufficient public review and
comment, the Court vacated regulation 34 C.F.R. §600.9(c).
The Department of Education appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals in February
2012. On June 5, 2012, the U.S Court of Appeals agreed with the lower court ruling to
vacate the distance education portion of 34 C.F.R. §600.9(c) (Association of Private
Sector Colleges and Universities v. Duncan, 2011). This ruling confirmed the federal
government could not force institutions to seek state approval. However, individual states
can, and do, require institutions to gain authorization before they can operate within the
state’s borders (The Sloan Consortium, 2013).
Individual state regulations remain in place. Russell Poulin, the deputy director
for research and analysis at the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
(WICHE) Cooperative for Educational Technologies, stated that the “attention the federal
government has drawn to state laws and rules has irrevocably changed the landscape for
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online programs. State regulators are newly aware that there are many institutions
operating in their states without approval” (Lederman, 2011, p. 1).
State Compliance
Institutions that fail to comply with state laws could face a state-issued “cease and
desist” decree, sanctions from regional and special accreditation agencies, and/or lose
their profession recognition for courses, certificates, and degrees (Scull & Johnson,
2012). Boeke, Conger, and Poulin (2012) recommended the following steps institutions
can take to start the authorization process:
(a) Select the right person to lead;
(b) Review enrollment history to know where students are located;
(c) Develop internal relationships across the institution;
(d) Engage and inform institutional leaders;
(e) Investigate and learn the extent of state agency regulations;
(f) Develop a relationship with regulators;
(g) Determine where you will apply;
(h) Apply;
(i) Determine post-approval steps and timelines; and
(j) Document steps taken for compliance.
The State Higher Education Executive Officer’s Association (SHEEO) compiles
and regularly updates a compendium of state requirements and regulations (The Sloan
Consortium, 2013). This compendium provides regulatory requirements and contact
information for state officers. The contact information for state officers assists
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institutions with developing a relationship with regulators and determining where to
apply.
Reciprocal Agreements
A way to ease the burden of institutional compliance is through reciprocal
agreements. The U.S. Department of Education stated,
To demonstrate that an institution is legally authorized to operate in another State
in which it has a physical presence or is otherwise subject to State approval or
licensure, the institution must demonstrate that it its legally authorized by the
other State in accordance with §600.9. We continue to believe that we do not
need to regulate or specially authorize reciprocal agreements. If both States
provide authorizations for institutions that comply with §600.9 and they have an
agreement to recognize each other’s authorization, we will consider the institution
legally authorized in both States as long as the institution provided appropriate
documentation of authorization from the home State and of the reciprocal
agreement. (Reciprocity and Distance Education, 2010, p. 66867)
A current reciprocity effort is the State Authorization Reciprocal Agreement
(SARA). Four regional higher education bodies and four higher education associations
came together to form SARA (The Sloan Consortium, 2013). The four regional higher
education bodies include the following: (a) the Midwestern Higher Education Compact
(MHEC); (b) the New England Board of Higher Education (NEBHE); (c) the Southern
Regional Education Board (SREB); and (d) the Western Interstate Commission for
Higher Education (WICHE). The four higher education associations include the
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following: (a) the State Higher Education Executive Officers’ Association (SHEEO); (b)
the Association of Public and Land-Grant Universities (APLU); (c) the President’s
Forum; and (d) the Council of State Governments (CGS).
The reciprocal agreement would prevent institutions from having to pursue
approval from individual states. The agreement is expected to reduce costs and the
administrative burden “that institutions carry when they offer online programs outside of
their borders” (The Sloan Consortium, 2013). In 2013, the Lumina Foundation granted
$2.3 million to WICHE to establish a national reciprocity agreement for the regulation of
distance education programs (EvoLLLution, 2013). This grant will assist in moving
SARA forward.
Summary of State Authorization
A review of the literature provided a background on state authorization and the
two court cases that changed the U.S. Department of Education expectation to regulate
distance learning. Furthermore, a review of the literature revealed that state authorization
is vital for institutions that offer programs online (Reindl, 2013). In the following section
of this chapter, the researcher will discuss the theoretical framework for this study.
Theoretical Framework
This study investigated the differences in attitudes and perceptions toward state
authorization of online learning among higher education administrators situated at
different levels of policy involvement. The overarching framework for this study was
policy change theory. However, the focus was on the change actor. This section begins
with the characteristics of change actors/agents. Ostrom’s (2007) institutional analysis
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and development (IAD) framework and Flanagan’s et al. (2011) actor roles are discussed
next as the conceptual framework.
Change Actors/Agents
Hutton (1994) described the cast of individuals who are involved in the change
process as advocates, sponsors, and change agents. Advocates for change are individuals
“who sees a need for change and sets out to initiate the process by convincing suitable
sponsors” (p. 3). Sponsors for change are individuals who: (a) have the authority to
legitimize the change; (b) make the change a goal for the organization; and (c) ensure
resources are assigned to accomplish the change. Change agents are individuals who are
given responsibility to plan and implement the change. These titles are similar to
categories of change agents Ottaway (1979) identified as change generators, change
adopters, and change implementers.
Miller (2002) defined change agents as “individuals who have the knowledge,
skills, and tools to help organizations create radical improvement” (p. ix). He believed
that effective change agents are “imaginative, challenge the status quo, explore new ideas
and concepts, and are fascinated with making things better” (p. 291).
Theoretical frameworks for policy change must specify who motivates action or
change (Schlager, 2007). Moreover, theoretical frameworks for policy change “require
that assumptions be made about individual behavior and about why individuals act as
they do” (Schlager, 2007, p. 312). Ostrom’s (2007) IAD framework defines
characteristics of the individual who motivates policy action or change and the level and
type of policy information the individual is likely to possess (Schlager, 2007).
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Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) Framework
The IAD framework focuses on “how institutional rules alter the behavior of
intendedly rational individuals motivated by material self-interest” (Sabatier, 2007, p. 8).
Ostrom (2007) described the IAD framework as a “multitier conceptual map” that can
evaluate problems at the operational, policy, or constitutional tier (p. 27). Figure 2.1
displays the IAD framework.

Figure 2.1 Ostrom’s (2007) Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) Framework.
From Theories of the Policy Process (p. 27), edited by P. A. Sabatier, 2007, Boulder, Co:
Westview Press. Copyright 2007 by Westview Press, a member of the Perseus Books
Group. Adapted with permission (see Appendix B).
The action arena consists of actors and action situations. The arena analyzes,
predicts, and explains actions and results (Ostrom, 2007). The actors in this study were
administrators in higher education. The study examined the administrator’s attitudes and
perceptions of state authorization of online learning. Furthermore, the study reviewed
differences among administrators based on their level of involvement in state
authorization policy. The action situation is the allowable actions or potential outcomes
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of actors (Ostrom, 2007). An allowable action of an administrator in this study is to
determine if the administrator’s institution should pursue state authorization of online
learning. A potential outcome is the administrator’s institution being authorized to
operate in all 50 United States.
The operational tier is where actors interact “in light of the incentives they face to
generate outcomes directly with the world” (Ostrom, 2007, p. 27). The administrators in
this study were surveyed about their involvement in state authorization policy. This
pattern of interaction can lead into the outcome of implementing state authorization of
online learning policy at their institutions.
The policy tier is where decisions are made within a set of collective-choice rules
(Ostrom, 2007). Collective-choice rules are accepted by most or all as binding. In this
study, administrators facing state authorization of online learning must consider the rulesin-use. Rules could include having to request state authorization on a yearly basis or
paying an annual fee. Other factors affecting administrator’s decisions are the attributes
of community and physical/material conditions. Attributes of community require the
administrator to understand their institution’s culture and their institution’s generally
accepted norms related to distance learning. Physical/material conditions could include
available resources such as the staff and budget to pursue state authorization.
The constitutional tier is “where decisions are made about who is eligible to
participate in policymaking and about the rules that will be used to undertake
policymaking” (Ostrom, 2007, p. 27). At the institution level, administrators directly
involved with state authorization of online learning should be eligible to participate in
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policymaking. The rules that an institution uses will fall under the evaluative criteria on
the IAD map. An example is economic efficiency. Does it make sense for the institution
to invest in state authorization?
Actor Roles
To better understand the roles actors play, Flanagan et al. (2011) explained actors
as defined by their institution since these actors play roles in the policy process. These
roles might be played by individuals, group, network or organizational actors. The five
identified roles are:
• Policy principals – Actors mobilizing government resources in order to
achieve a policy goal or goals.
• Policy entrepreneurs – Actors promoting a policy problem/solution
package.
• Policy targets – Actors targeted by policy action for behavior change, or
new actors (organizations or networks) created by policy action in order
to fill a perceived gap in the system.
• Policy implementation agents – Existing or newly created actors in receipt
of resources from a policy principal in order to achieve a policy outcome.
• Policy beneficiaries – Actors who benefit (or lose out) from the
impacts/outcomes of the policy action. (p. 207)
According to Flanagan et al. (2011), the roles do not need to be mutually
exclusive. Individual actors can play multiple roles simultaneously or different and
multiple roles at different times.
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Chapter Summary
This chapter explored the relevant literature in the following areas: (a) distributed,
distance, and online learning; (b) state authorization policy; and (c) the theoretical
framework for the study based on Ostrom’s (2007) institutional analysis and development
(IAD) framework and Flanagan, Uyarra, and Laranja’s (2011) roles actors play in the
policy process. First, the researcher defined distributed, distance, and online learning and
described the present and future state of distributed learning. Furthermore, state
authorization policy was discussed to include court decisions, state compliance, and
reciprocity agreements. Finally, a review of the theoretical framework to include change
actors/agents, the IAD framework, and actor roles was provided.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of the differences in
attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning among higher
education administrators situated at different levels of policy involvement. The secondary
purpose of this study was to provide a better understanding of the extent institutions
pursue state authorization.
A primary research question and two secondary research questions guided the
investigation. The primary research question was:
•

Is there a difference in attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of
online learning among higher education administrators situated at different levels
of policy involvement?

The secondary research questions were:
•

What are the prevalent administrator attitudes and perceptions regarding state
authorization of online learning?

•

What is the relationship between knowledge of state authorization of online
learning and attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization?
A mixed-methods approach was selected for this study. The decision to utilize a

mixed method approach derived from Creswell’s (2003) elements of inquiry. Creswell
described three elements of inquiry a researcher can use to identify the approach to
research. The three elements are: (a) alternative knowledge claims; (b) strategies of
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inquiry; and (c) methods. The alternative knowledge claimed in this study was
pragmatic, where knowledge claims arise out of actions, situations, and consequences.
Pragmatic knowledge claims focus attention on the research problem and uses “pluralistic
approaches to derive knowledge about the problem” (Creswell, 2003, p. 12). Pragmatism
allows for different forms of data collection and analysis in the mixed method study
(Creswell, 2003).
The strategy of inquiry utilized in this study was concurrent procedures. The
researcher collected quantitative and qualitative data during the study and then
incorporated the information in the interpretation of the overall results (Creswell, 2003).
The researcher used a survey instrument and interviews as the specific methods of data
collection and analysis.
Participants
The population for this study was 153 higher education administrators at 153
institutions in the United States that hold the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools
of Business (AACSB) accreditation and offer degrees online. “AACSB accreditation
standards are used as the basis to evaluate a business school’s mission, operations, faculty
qualifications and contributions, programs, and other critical areas” (AACSB.com, n.d.,
p. 1). The researcher selected to study AACSB schools since these schools represented
both public and private institutions nationally, as well as offered a variety of online
degree programs.
The researcher identified universities that have AACSB accreditation through the
AACSB Website. Once the institutions were determined, the researcher identified higher
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education administrators by reviewing each university's Website and determining the
administrators involved in online learning. Research participants were recruited by email
to participate in this study.
Methodology
A mixed-methods approach was selected for this study. This study utilized the
concurrent triangulation approach and collected data using a survey instrument followed
by interviews. Concurrent triangulation was selected to “confirm, cross-validate, or
corroborate findings” (Creswell, 2003, p. 217.)
Survey Instrument
To learn about individuals’ behaviors and opinions, surveys have remained a
beneficial and proficient tool for more than 75 years (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian,
2009). This study sent the “Survey of Higher Education Administrator Perceptions and
Attitudes Towards State Authorization of Online Learning” (see Appendix C) to the
population of administrators via email. Appendix D is a matrix of the survey questions
with the supporting literature and institutional analysis and development (IAD)
framework utilized to develop the survey.
The survey instrument served as the primary data collection instrument for the
quantitative piece of this study. The survey instrument was adapted with permission
from the Survey of Administrator Perceptions and Attitudes Towards Technology-Based
Distance Education (Havice, 1999). For survey reliability and validity, Cronbach’s alpha
was used to check for internal consistency among questions with scales. Cronbach’s
alpha is an internal consistency or reliability coefficient for an instrument requiring only
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one administration (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Cronbach’s alpha estimates internal
consistency by determining how items on a survey relate to each other (Gay, Mills, &
Airasian, 2006). Weisberg (2005) explained that good survey questions are reliable,
valid, or useful. Survey questions are reliable if similar answers are given if the question
is asked repeatedly of the same person (Weisberg, 2005). Survey questions are valid if
they measure the topic of interest to the researchers (Weisberg, 2005). Survey questions
are useful if they provide answers needed to conduct the research study (Weisberg,
2005). The researcher sought to design survey questions that were reliable, valid, or
useful. Furthermore, to evaluate for potential survey design problems, the researcher
performed a pretest and obtained feedback on the draft questionnaire from individuals
with specialized knowledge of state authorization of online learning.
The survey instrument was created using QualtricsTM, a Web-based tool for
developing surveys and was delivered via email. This economical service adequately met
the need of the research project. The five sections to this survey are: (1) survey
definitions; (2) personal opinions about state authorization of online learning; (3)
personal experience with state authorization of online learning; (4) applicability of state
authorization of online learning to the participant’s administrative domain; and (5)
demographic information.
Section one provided definitions for key terms used in the survey: distance/online
learning; reciprocity agreement; state; and state authorization. Section two was comprised
of 12 five-point Likert scales measuring personal opinions about state authorization of
online learning. The five responses were “strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “uncertain”,
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“agree”, and “strongly agree”. Section three addressed the administrator’s personal
experience with state authorization of online learning and involvement in state
authorization policy. Section four was related to the applicability of state authorization of
online learning to the participant’s administrative domain. These questions addressed the
extent to which the administrator’s institution is pursing state authorization of online
learning. The final section gathered demographic data on age, gender, number of years
as an administrator, administrator level, education, and institutional information. This
section allowed the respondent to provide contact information if they agreed to
participate in a short telephone interview. The questionnaire was designed to allow
respondents to skip any unwanted questions and still complete the survey.
Interview Process
According to Creswell (2003), interviews are useful when participants cannot be
observed directly and allow researchers “control” over the line of questioning. “These
interviews involve unstructured and generally open-ended questions that are few in
number and intended to elicit views and opinions from the participants” (Creswell, 2003,
p. 188). Semi-structured telephone interviews were scheduled to clarify respondents’
responses on the survey instrument and further explore attitudes and perceptions related
to state authorization of online learning. See Appendix E for the interview questions.
Appendix F is a matrix of the semi-structured interview questions with the supporting
literature and institutional analysis and development (IAD) framework used to design the
questions as well as the corresponding, or related survey questions. To establish
trustworthiness, the researcher provided participants with their transcripts to check for
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accuracy (Creswell, 2003; Gay et al., 2006). Furthermore, the researcher used an external
auditor to provide an assessment of the project throughout the study (Creswell, 2003; Gay
et al., 2006). Finally, the researcher kept a research journal to document progress,
subjectivity, and bias brought to the study as an administrator working with state
authorization of online learning (Creswell, 2003; Gay et al., 2006).
Data Collection
Data were collected in two phases. Phase one consisted of sending the QualtricsTM
generated survey and phase two was the semi-structured telephone interviews. In phase
one, the researcher distributed the survey instrument via email. Appendix G is the
recruitment email sent to possible participants. Following guidelines from Dillman et al.
(2009), the researcher sent two follow-up emails and varied the content of the email
message to appeal in different ways to respondents and reduce the likelihood of repeat
messages being sorted out by spam filters.
The email specified that permission to conduct this study was granted from
Clemson University Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects (see Appendix H)
and participation was voluntary. The email contained a link to the survey. By clicking
on the link, administrators indicated their willingness to participate in the survey. Data
encryption provided by QualtricsTM ensured the security of participant responses. All
data was compiled in real-time in an online, password-protected reporting site. Only the
researcher had access to the results. Data were stored in the password-protected reporting
site for approximately one year after data collection.
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Nine administrators self-selected on the completed survey to participate in the
interview process. All nine administrators were contacted for a telephone interview.
However, due to scheduling conflicts, one administrator was unable to participate.
Telephone interviews were conducted with the remaining eight administrators. For the
interviews, the researcher used an interview protocol suggested by Creswell (2003) for
audio recording information. The protocol included opening statements, interview
questions, notes to encourage interviewees to elaborate on certain questions, and space to
record the researcher’s comments and reflective notes.
Data Analysis
Quantitative Data
The researcher analyzed data using the statistical software JMP® Pro 11.0.0 (JMP
Pro, 2013). An alpha level of .05 was set for all analyses to determine statistical
significance. Results were considered significant if p < .05. According to Huck (2008),
“the level of significance is important because it establishes the probability of a Type I
error” (p. 166). By selecting an alpha level of .05, the chances of committing a Type I
error is estimated at 5 out of 100.
The primary objective of the statistical analysis was to report means, standard
deviations, and convenience sample size for all questions on a Likert scale and report
proportions for all questions that are categorical. The second objective of the statistical
analysis was to check for changes in means or standard deviations based on levels of
policy involvement. The third objective of the statistical analysis was to check for
changes in means or standard deviations based on respondent characteristics. The
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researcher used a combination of statistical techniques. These techniques included
descriptive statistics and analysis of variance (ANOVA). The researcher chose ANOVA
to compare two or more means simultaneously.
First, the researcher used the following descriptive statistics to organize and
summarize data: (a) frequency distribution; (b) percentages; (c) cross tabulations; and (d)
correlation. Frequency distributions group data into categories showing the number of
observations in each mutually exclusive category (Mason & Lind, 1993). The percentage
equals the number of observations in a category divided by the total number of
observations and multiplied by 100 (Mason & Lind, 1993). Cross tabulations were used
to display the joint distribution of two or more variables simultaneously (Agresti &
Finlay, 2009). The researcher performed a bivariate correlation of the twelve survey
questions addressing personal opinions about state authorization to determine a
relationship among questions. Statistically describing the relationship between two
variables at one time required bivariate data analysis (Zikmund, 1997).
Second, ANOVA was used to assess whether a significant difference existed
amongst groups (Mason & Lind, 1993). ANOVA was utilized to address the following
research questions:
• Is there a difference in attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of
online learning among higher education administrators situated at different levels
of policy involvement?
o How do attitudes and perceptions differ between administrators who have
been involved in state authorization of online learning policy
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development or implementation and administrators who have not been
involved in state authorization policy development or implementation?
• What is the relationship between knowledge of state authorization of online
learning and attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization?
o How do attitudes and perceptions differ among administrators who are
very knowledgeable, knowledgeable, somewhat knowledgeable, and not
knowledgeable?
o How do attitudes and perceptions differ between administrators who
received special preparation related to state authorization of online
learning and administrators who have not received special preparation
related to state authorization?
The researcher utilized descriptive statistics and interview data to address the
following research question:
• What are the prevalent administrator attitudes and perceptions regarding state
authorization of online learning?
Qualitative Data
The analysis of interview data followed Creswell’s (2003) recommendations.
First, the researcher organized and prepared the interview data for analysis by
transcribing the responses. Second, the researcher read through all the data to obtain a
general sense of the information. Third, the researcher analyzed the responses with a
coding process. According to Rossman and Rallis (as cited in Creswell, 2003, p. 192),
“Coding is the process of organizing the material into ‘chunks’ before bringing meaning
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to those ‘chunks’”. Fourth, the coding of responses from the interviews led to a number
of themes or categories for the research study. Lastly, the researcher analyzed the themes
and categories for consistencies and inconsistencies in the survey data.
Chapter Summary
This chapter described the methods and procedures used in the study. The
population for this study was 153 higher education administrators from 153 higher
education institutions. The administrators were situated at different levels of policy
involvement for state authorization of online learning at institutions in the United States
that hold AACSB accreditation and offered degrees online. The researcher utilized the
concurrent triangulation approach and collected data using a survey instrument and
interviews. The study addressed one primary research question and two secondary
research questions. The researcher used a combination of statistical techniques. These
techniques included descriptive statistics and analysis of variance (ANOVA). The
analysis of qualitative data was conducted with a coding process.
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CHAPTER FOUR
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of the differences in
attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning among higher
education administrators situated at different levels of policy involvement. The
secondary purpose of this study was to provide a better understanding of the extent
institutions pursue state authorization of online learning. To support these purposes, the
study investigated a primary research question and two secondary research questions.
The primary research question was:
•

Is there a difference in attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of
online learning among higher education administrators situated at different levels
of policy involvement?

The secondary research questions were:
•

What are the prevalent administrator attitudes and perceptions regarding state
authorization of online learning?

•

What is the relationship between knowledge of state authorization of online
learning and attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization?
This chapter presents the results of the “Survey of Higher Education

Administrator Perceptions and Attitudes Towards State Authorization of Online
Learning” and telephone interviews. The statistics presented in this chapter constitute the
summarized results of the survey questionnaire as self-reported by the responding
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administrators. The first and second sections of this chapter are the characteristics of
survey and interview participants. The third section is an analysis of the survey data.
The final section provides an analysis of the interview data.
Characteristics of Survey Participants
Out of 153 potential participants, 36 participants returned the survey for a
response rate of 24%. One survey was incomplete and rejected, leaving 35 surveys for
analysis. The final portion of the survey, questions 30 through 37, requested participants
to provide characteristic information. The data collected about each participant included:
(a) age; (b) gender; (c) number of years as an administrator at current institution; (d) total
number of years as an administrator at all institutions; (e) level of administrator; and (f)
education level. Two additional characteristic questions sought to address the
administrator’s type of institution and the highest degree offered at this institution.
Descriptions of the characteristic variables of survey participants are provided below.
Age of Survey Participants
Participant age ranged from 20 to 69 years old, with 77% (n=27) being between
the ages of 40 and 59 years. Table 1 provides a visual representation of the percentages
for each age group.
Table 1. Age Distribution of Survey Participants
Age
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
> 70
Total

Frequency
1
2
13
14
5
35

Percent
3
6
37
40
14
100
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Gender of Survey Participants
The gender distribution (n=35) consisted of 15 males (43%) and 20 females
(57%). Table 2 summarizes gender of participants.
Table 2. Gender Distribution of Survey Participants
Gender
Male
Female
Female
Total

Frequency
15
20
35

Percent
43
57
100

Survey Participants’ Years as an Administrator
On the survey, participants reported the number of years they had been an
administrator at their current institution and the total number of years they have been an
administrator at any institutions. Twenty-eight participants (80%) had ten years or less of
experience at their current institution. Seven participants (20%) had more than ten years’
experience at their current institution. Fifteen participants (43%) had ten years or less of
experience as an administrator at all institutions and twenty participants (57%) had more
than ten years’ experience at any institutions. Tables 3 and 4 display the results reported
by participants.
Table 3. Survey Participants’ Years as an Administrator at Current Institution
Years
<5
6-10
11-15
16-20
>20
Total

Frequency
17
11
2
4
1
35

Percent
49
31
6
11
3
100
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Table 4. Survey Participants’ Total Years as an Administrator at any Institutions
Years
<5
6-10
11-15
16-20
>20
Total

Frequency
7
8
7
6
7
35

Percent
20
23
20
17
20
100

Survey Participants’ Administrator Level
The options for reporting administrator levels included upper level, mid-level, and
lower level. Upper level administrators include job titles such as Provosts, Chief
Academic Officers, Associate, or Assistant Provosts. Mid-level administrators are Deans
of colleges or divisions. Lower level administrators are Chairs or Heads of schools or
departments. The responses distributed among these options as follows: (a) upper level
(n=7, 21%), (b) mid-level (n=10, 29%), and (c) lower level (n=17, 50%). One participant
did not report his/her administrator level. Table 5 summarizes the participant’s level
based on gender.
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Table 5. Survey Participants’ Administrator Level and Gender
Level/Gender Frequency
Percent
Upper
Male
3
43
Female
4
57
Total
7
100
Mid
Male
4
40
Female
6
60
Total
10
100
Lower
Male
7
41
Female
10
59
Total
17
100
a
N=35. bOne participant did not answer.

Survey Participants’ Education Level
Table 6 presents the highest level of education attained by participants. Sixtythree percent of the participants had a doctoral degree (n=22), while 34% had at least a
master’s degree (n=12). Only one participant had a bachelor’s degree as the highest level
of education.
Table 6. Survey Participants’ Education Level
Education
Level
Bachelor
Master’s
Doctorate
Other
Total

Frequency

Percent

1
12
22
35

3
34
63
100
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Survey Participants’ Type of Institutions
The survey responses revealed that 94% (n=33) of the participants were
administrators at public institutions. Six percent (n=2) of the participants were
administrators at private, not-for-profit institutions. None of the participants represented
private, for-profit institutions. When asked the highest degree offered by their current
institution, 86% (n=30) of participants reported doctoral degrees. Fourteen percent (n=5)
reported master’s degrees. Tables 7 and 8 display the results reported by participants.
Table 7. Survey Participants’ Type of Institution
Type
Public
Private, Not-for Profit
Private, For Profit
Total

Frequency
33
2
35

Percent
94
6
100

Table 8. Highest Degree Offered at Survey Participants’ Current Institution
Education
Level
Associate
Bachelor
Masters
Educational
Specialist
Doctorate
(3 or fewer)
Doctorate
(4 or more)
Total

Frequency

Percent

5

14

-

-

12

34

18
35

52
100

Characteristics of Interviewed Participants
Eight administrators participated in semi-structured telephone interviews.
Descriptions of the characteristic variables of interview participants are provided below.
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Age of Interview Participants
Participant age ranged from 30 to 69 years old, with 75% (n=6) being between the
ages of 40 and 59 years. Table 9 provides a visual representation of the percentages for
each age group.
Table 9. Age Distribution of Interview Participants
Age
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
> 70
Total

Frequency
1
3
3
1
8

Percent
12
38
38
12
100

Gender of Interview Participants
The gender distribution (n=8) consisted of 6 females (75%) and 2 males (25%).
Table 10 summarizes gender of interview participants.
Table 10. Gender Distribution of Interview Participants
Gender
Male
Female
Total

Frequency
2
6
8

Percent
25
75
100

Interview Participants’ Years as an Administrator
Seven interview participants (88%) had ten years or less of experience at their
current institution. One interview participant (12%) had more than ten years’ experience
at his/her current institution. Four interview participants (50%) had ten years or less
experience as an administrator at any institutions and four interview participants (50%)
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had more than ten years’ experience at any institutions. Tables 11 and 12 display the
results reported by participants.
Table 11. Interview Participants’ Years as an Administrator at Current Institution
Years
<5
6-10
11-15
16-20
>20
Total

Frequency
3
4
1
8

Percent
38
50
12
100

Table 12. Interview Participants’ Total Years as an Administrator at any Institutions
Years
<5
6-10
11-15
16-20
>20
Total

Frequency
1
3
2
2
8

Percent
12
38
25
25
100

Interview Participants’ Administrator Level
Table 13 summarizes interview participants’ administrator level. Sixty-three
percent (n=5) of the interview participant’s reported being lower level administrators.
Table 13. Interview Participants’ Administrator Level
Level
Upper
Mid
Lower
Total

Frequency
1
2
5
8

Percent
12
25
63
100
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Interview Participants’ Education Level
Table 14 presents the highest level of education attained by the interview
participants. Sixty-three percent of the participants had a doctoral degree (n=5), while
25% had at least a master’s degree (n=2). One interview participant reported having a
bachelor’s degree as the highest level of education.
Table 14. Interview Participants’ Education Level
Education
Level
Bachelor
Masters
Doctorate
Other
Total

Frequency

Percent

1
2
5
8

12
25
63
100

Interview Participants’ Institution
Seven of the interview participants (88%) were administrators at public
institutions. One interview participant (12%) was an administrator at a public, not-forprofit institution. Eighty-eight percent of interview participants (n=7) reported doctoral
degrees as the highest degree offered at their current institutions. Tables 15 and 16
display the results reported by participants.
Table 15. Interview Participants’ Type of Institution
Type
Public
Private, Not-for Profit
Private, For Profit
Total

Frequency
7
1
8

Percent
88
12
100

46

Table 16. Highest Degree Offered at Interview Participants’ Current Institution
Education
Level
Associate
Bachelor
Masters
Educational
Specialist
Doctorate
(3 or fewer)
Doctorate
(4 or more)
Total

Frequency

Percent

1

12

-

-

2

25

5
8

63
100

Analysis of Survey Data
The first step to analyzing survey data was to evaluate the personal opinion
section of the survey (questions 1 through 12). This section of the survey was comprised
of 12 5-point Likert scales measuring attitudes and perceptions about state authorization.
The five responses and point value were “strongly disagree=1”, “disagree=2”,
“uncertain=3”, “agree=4”, and “strongly agree=5”. A bivariate correlation of the twelve
questions addressing attitudes and perceptions revealed that questions 5 and 6 were
somewhat similar (r = .73). There was not a consistent relationship among the remaining
questions. The Cronbach’s alpha calculated for the twelve questions addressing attitudes
and perceptions returned a low value (Cronbach’s alpha = -.18). Therefore, the
researcher decided to evaluate each question individually by reviewing the number of
responses, mean, and standard deviation of each question.
The second step to analyzing survey data was the use of analysis of variance
(ANOVA) to determine if the mean values of the twelve questions addressing attitudes
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and perceptions differed among the remaining survey questions. With 25 questions,
including the 12 questions about attitudes and perceptions, a total of 300 ANOVAs were
performed (see appendices I, J, K, and L). At the p<.05 level, 15 significant results could
be expected by chance and result in Type I errors. A Type I error occurs when the
researcher concludes that there is a statistically significant difference when, in reality, one
does not exist (Zikmund, 1997). The 300 completed ANOVAs returned 11 statistically
significant results that the researcher attributed to Type I error.
The third step to analyzing survey data was to address the primary research
question. The primary research question asked is there a difference in attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization of online learning among higher education
administrators situated at different levels of policy involvement? Survey questions 14,
15, 18, 19, and 20 addressed this question. Participants were asked if they had ever been
involved in state authorization of online learning policy development or implementation
(survey question 14). If involved, participants were asked to identify their level of policy
involvement (survey question 15). The distribution was comparable, with 17 (49%)
participants reporting involvement with state authorization policy development or
implementation and 18 (51%) reporting no involvement. Appendix I1 displays statistics
for the 12 personal opinion survey questions partitioned by involvement (survey question
14). Results of ANOVA indicated there was not a statistically significant difference at
the p<.05 level between attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online
learning and involvement as related to level of policy involvement.
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All but one participant involved in state authorization policy development or
implementation (n=16, 94%) stated their level of involvement included mobilizing
resources in order to achieve policy requirements. The remaining participant (n=1, 6%)
stated his/her level of involvement was to promote a policy problem and/or solution
package. Appendix I2 displays statistics for the 12 personal opinion survey questions
partitioned by level of involvement (survey question 15) in state authorization policy for
comparison to the overall mean for each question. ANOVA results indicated there was
not a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level between attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization of online learning and level of policy involvement.
Survey questions 18 and 19 were used to determine if participants involved in
policy development or implementation (n=17) considered themselves as having a voice
and vote in state authorization policy development or implementation. Seventy-one
percent (n=12) of participants did not consider themselves as having a voice and 88%
(n=15) did not consider themselves as having a vote. Table 17 displays the results
reported by participants.
Table 17. Participants Having a Voice and Vote
Voice/Vote
Voice
Yes
No
Unsure
Total
Vote
Yes
No
Unsure
Total

Frequency

Percent

5
12
17

29
71
100

2
15
17

12
88
100
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Appendices I3 and I4 displays statistics for the 12 personal opinion survey
questions partitioned by voice and vote in state authorization policy for comparison to the
overall mean for each question. ANOVA results indicated there was not a statistically
significant difference at the p<.05 level between attitudes and perceptions toward state
authorization of online learning and having a voice or vote.
To further understand the level of policy involvement of administrators, survey
question 20 asked participants to identity the stages of the policy-making process where
participants had a role in regards to state authorization. The five stages were: a) defining
the problem; b) developing policy; c) legitimizing policy; d) implementing policy; and e)
evaluating policy (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003). Only one participant reported being
involved in all five stages. Forty-seven percent of participants (n=8) had a role in the
first three stages of the policy-making process. Eight-two percent of participants (n=14)
had a role in the last two stages. The stage of implementing policy was the role held by
most participants (n=13, 76%). Participants could select more than one stage. Table 18
displays frequency and percent of participants who selected each stage.
Table 18. Participant Role in Stages of the Policy Making Process
Stage
Defining the Problem
Developing Policy
Legitimizing Policy
Implementing Policy
Evaluating Policy

Frequency
7
6
2
13
4

Percent
41
35
12
76
24

There was a contradiction in information collected in the survey concerning the
stages of the policy-making process in regards to state authorization and if participants
considered themselves as having a voice or vote in state authorization policy
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development or implementation. Seventy-six percent (n=13) of participants stated they
had a role in the implementing policy stage of the policy-making process. However, 71%
(n=12) of participants did not consider themselves as having a voice in state authorization
of online learning policy development or implementation. Furthermore, 88% (n=15) of
participants did not consider themselves as having a vote in state authorization policy
development or implementation.
The fourth step to analyzing survey data was to address the second research
question. The second research question asked what are the prevalent administrator
attitudes and perceptions regarding state authorization of online learning? This question
utilized the data collected through both the surveys and interviews. Table 19 displays the
mean, number of respondents, and standard deviation for the 12 personal opinion
questions on the survey that measured attitudes and perceptions toward state
authorization of online learning. The 12 personal opinion questions were on a five-point
Likert scale. The five responses and point value were “strongly disagree=1”,
“disagree=2”, “uncertain=3”, “agree=4”, and “strongly agree=5”. The participants did
not “strongly disagree” with any question. The questions are arranged from highest level
of agreement to least agreement. Participants agreed the most with question 12 that
stated, “The inconsistent state regulations make ongoing compliance with state
authorization difficult”. They agreed the least with question 5 that stated, “State
authorization is imperative for effective online administration”.
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Table 19. Participants’ Level of Agreement with the 12 Personal Opinion Survey
Questions
Question
12
7
8
4
11
9
3
10
2
1
6
5

M
4.63
4.54
4.26
4.09
3.94
3.83
2.94
2.86
2.77
2.57
2.43
2.06

n
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

s
.81
.70
.85
.92
.91
1.10
1.33
1.22
1.24
1.22
1.01
1.06

The fifth step to analyzing survey data was to address the third research question.
The third research question asked what is the relationship between knowledge of state
authorization of online learning and attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization?
Survey questions 13, 16, 17, 26, and 27 addressed this question. Participants were asked
to report how knowledgeable they were about state authorization (survey question 13).
Responses to this question ranged from “very knowledgeable” to “not knowledgeable”.
Eighty percent of participants (n=28) reported being very knowledgeable or
knowledgeable and 20% (n=7) reported being somewhat knowledgeable or not
knowledgeable. Table 20 displays the results reported by participants.
Table 20. Knowledge of State Authorization of Online Learning
Knowledge
Very Knowledgeable
Knowledgeable
Somewhat Knowledgeable
Not Knowledgeable
Total

Frequency
13
15
5
2
35

Percent
37
43
14
6
100

52

Appendix J1 displays the mean, convenience sample size, and standard deviation
for the 12 personal opinion survey questions partitioned by knowledge (survey question
13). ANOVA results indicated there was not a statistically significant difference at the
p<.05 level in attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning and
knowledge of state authorization.
Survey question 16 asked participants involved in state authorization policy
development or implementation (n=17) if they ever received any special preparation
related to state authorization prior to their involvement in state authorization policy. The
results were divided, with eight participants (47%) stating “yes” and nine participants
(53%) stating “no”. Survey question 17 asked participants if the preparation was
adequate. Four of the participants (57%) did not feel the preparation was adequate. Two
participants (29%) thought the preparation was adequate and one participant (14%) was
unsure. Appendices J2 and J3 display statistics for the 12 personal opinion survey
questions partitioned by survey questions 16 and 17. ANOVA results indicated there was
not a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level between attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization of online learning and receiving preparation or
having adequate preparation.
Survey questions 26 and 27 asked participants to identify their greatest and most
influential sources of information regarding state authorization. In both questions,
professional organizations followed by government regulations were the greatest and
most influential sources of information indicated by participants. Tables 21 and 22
display the results reported by participants.
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Participants were allowed to identify “Other” sources of information not listed as
survey responses. For the greatest source of “Other” information, participants added:
“each state’s regulations”; “partner-Pearson”; “the university’s system office and peer
committee”; and “Google”. For the most influential source, one participant added “each
state’s regulations”.
Table 21. Participant’s Greatest Source of Information
Source
Peers
Social Media
Government Regulations
Professional Organizations
Legal Counsel
Other
Total

Frequency
4
0
7
17
3
4
35

Percent
11
0
20
49
9
11
100

Table 22. Participant’s Most Influential Source of Information
Source
Peers
Social Media
Government Regulations
Professional Organizations
Legal Counsel
Other
Total

Frequency
4
1
7
19
3
1
35

Percent
11
3
20
54
9
3
100

Appendices J4 and J5 display statistics for the 12 personal opinion survey
questions partitioned by survey questions 26 and 27. ANOVA results indicated there was
not a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level between attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization of online learning and sources of information.
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At the p<.05 level, a statistically significant difference was returned three times
from the 60 ANOVA tests performed related to knowledge. However, the researcher
attributes this to Type I error since there was not a statistically significant difference
between the remaining survey questions and knowledge of state authorization of online
learning.
The final step to analyze survey data was to determine if attitudes and perceptions
changed based on characteristics of the participant or the applicability of state
authorization of online learning to the participants’ administrative domain. Survey
questions 30 through 37 addressed participant characteristics. Survey questions 21, 23,
24, 26, 28, and 29 addressed the applicability of state authorization of online learning to
the participants’ administrative domain.
Appendices K1 through K8 display the mean, convenience sample size, and
standard deviation for the 12 personal opinion survey questions partitioned by participant
characteristics. These characteristics included: a) age; (b) gender; (c) number of years as
an administrator at current institution; (d) total number of years as an administrator at all
institutions; (e) level of administrator; (f) education level, (g) administrator’s type of
institution; and (h) the highest degree offered at this institution. ANOVA results
indicated there was not a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level in attitudes
and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning and participant’s
characteristics. A statistically significant difference was returned three times from the 96
ANOVA tests performed. However, the researcher attributes this to Type I error since
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there was not a statistically significant difference between the remaining survey questions
and participant characteristics.
On the survey, participants were asked questions related to the applicability of
state authorization of online learning to their administrative domain to gain an
understanding of prevalent attitudes and perceptions regarding state authorization.
Survey question 21 asked participants if their university, division, or department pursued
state authorization of online learning outside of their home state. Thirty-two participants
(91%) stated yes and three (9%) said no. Two participants stated a lack of knowledge
about state authorization as the reason their institution was not pursing state
authorization. The third participant who stated no did not give a reason for not pursing
state authorization.
Survey questions 23 and 24 addressed the issue of the participant’s academic unit
having the personnel and budget to pursue state authorization. Fifty-seven percent (n=20)
said they did not have the personnel and 63% (n=22) said they did not have the budget.
These questions were supported by the response to survey question 28 that asked
participants to rank the challenges faced with state authorization of online learning. The
most challenging issues were having the budget for operation and out-of-state fees (n=15,
43%) followed by support staff needed for research and compliance (n=14, 40%). The
least challenging issue was having adequate administrative authority (n=6, 17%). When
asked if they thought state authorization policies were employed effectively by their
academic unit, 37 % (n=13) reported yes, 37 % (n=13) reported no, and 26 % (n=9) were
unsure. Eight-three percent (n=29) of participants believed their institution would be in
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favor of a national reciprocity agreement. Seventeen percent were unsure (n=6). Under a
national reciprocity agreement, states would agree to recognize other states’ online
learning programs as long as those programs had been certified by the home state.
Appendices L1 through L8 display statistics for the 12 personal opinion survey
questions partitioned by questions related to applicability of state authorization to
administrative domain for comparison to the overall mean for each question. ANOVA
results indicated there was not a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level
between attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning and
questions related to applicability of state authorization to administrative domain. A
statistically significant difference was returned five times from the 96 ANOVA tests
performed. However, the researcher attributes these differences to Type I error since
there was not a statistically significant difference between the remaining personal opinion
survey questions and questions related to applicability of state authorization to
administrative domain.
Analysis of Interview Data
Eight administrators who completed the survey (23%) participated in a telephone
interview. The data collected from interviews was compared to the survey data to see if
there were similarities or differences in responses. The interview questions are listed in
Appendix E. The coding of responses from the interviews led to a number of themes or
categories for the research study. The themes or categories that emerged were: a)
meaning of state authorization of online learning; b) institutional policy on state
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authorization; c) challenges with state authorization; d) pursued state authorizations; and
e) attitudes and perceptions of state authorization.
Meaning of State Authorization of Online Learning
When asked what state authorization means to them, interviewees provided
several responses. Administrator One described state authorization as,
… A patchwork quilt of state regulations. If your online students reside in
another state, you are expected to meet the regulations of that state and sometimes
there is money involved, sometimes it’s as simple as sending an email message,
but every state is different so it requires a lot of maintenance.
Administrator Two observed that state authorization “…means finding a bigger
market and making sure that we are performing our duties legally within the larger
market”. Administrator Three noted that state authorization is fundamentally consumer
protection. Administrator Four further stated that state authorization is “quite
consequential and we realize that we cannot have certain students and be granting credit
to them unless we have their home state’s authorization”.
Institutional Policy
All interviewees (n=8) stated their institution did not have a formal policy on state
authorization of online learning. Administrator Four acknowledged working on a formal
policy. Informally, all interviewed participants (n=8) said their policy was to seek
authorization in as many states as possible. Administrator Three stated, “There is no
institutional policy pertaining to state authorization other than we need to pursue it; it is
just a matter of how we prioritize and how we conduct that”. Administrator Two
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admitted their policy was to, “do as much due diligence in the states we have students
currently …. If we cannot get it, at least we have shown we have tried, and then quit
taking students from that particular state”.
Challenges
The interviews revealed several challenges with state authorization of online
learning. Six of the interviewees (75%) mentioned that the process of pursing state
authorization was a challenge. The process was referred to as time-consuming,
cumbersome, and varied from state-to-state. Four of the interviewees (50%) also
attributed challenges to financial and personnel constraints. Administrator Three
acknowledged that state authorization was, …“something that we did not anticipate and
were not really structured to see if this worked … it’s been taxing on our resources, our
human resources”. Administrator One explained, “The challenge was finding the
resources to track it all down and keep up with the maintenance of it”. Administrator
Two identified a final challenge of public awareness within the college. This
administrator noted,
There are a lot of people who do not understand the ins and outs of how this
works, why it works, and why we have it. Our biggest challenge is getting
everybody on board and understanding that this is one of those things that has to
be done in order for us to conduct business elsewhere.
Seeking Authorization
Half of the administrators interviewed (50%, n=4) stated their institution planned
to pursue authorization in all 50 states. Administrator Four explained that, “We are
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trying really hard not to exclude any state at this point … or discourage any student from
a state that we cannot seek authorization from”. The remaining half of administrators
interviewed planned to pursue authorization in 47 to 49 states. Based on state
requirements and fees, the excluded states typically included Alabama, Arkansas,
Massachusetts, and Minnesota. Administrator Two stated,
I know two states for sure that we are not even going to try for, one is Minnesota
and one is Massachusetts, because of their rules. It is just that we cannot meet the
requirements that they have and the money that they need.
Figure 4.1 displays the number of state authorizations administrators’ institutions plan to
pursue and Table 23 shows the excluded states reported by administrators.

50
49
48
47
46
45
Adm Adm Adm Adm Adm Adm Adm Adm
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Figure 4.1. The number of state authorizations the administrators’ institutions plan to
pursue.
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Table 23. Excluded States Reported by Administrators
Administrator
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Alabama

Arkansas

Massachusetts

Minnesota

X

X
X

None
Excluded

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

Attitudes and Perceptions
Interviewees were asked to explain how their attitudes and perceptions toward the
requirement for state authorization of online learning changed since becoming involved
in the state authorization process. All participants (n=8) expressed frustration with the
task of seeking individual state authorizations. However, they all understood the
necessity of state authorization for their programs. Administrator One explained, “State
authorization was an annoyance and now it’s become reality”. Administrator Two stated,
“State authorization may not be something that I really enjoy doing, but it is important to
make sure that the university comes across as having integrity”. To ease the burden of
seeking state authorization, four administrators (50%) stated they hoped to see a national
reciprocity agreement in the near future.
Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the results of the “Survey of Higher Education
Administrator Perceptions and Attitudes Towards State Authorization of Online
Learning” and semi-structured telephone interviews. Descriptive statistics and analysis

61

of variance were utilized to analyze the quantitative data. The qualitative data collected
from interviews were analyzed by coding statements and determining themes or patterns
in the responses. Results showed that attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization
of online learning among higher education administrators in this study did not change
based on the administrator’s levels of policy involvement, characteristics, or knowledge
of state authorization.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
Introduction
Few research studies have been conducted in the area of state authorization of
online learning from the perspective of administrators in higher education. This study
sought to fill that void. The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of the
differences in attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning
among higher education administrators situated at different levels of policy involvement.
The secondary purpose of this study was to provide a better understanding of the extent
institutions pursue state authorization of online learning.
The primary research question was:
•

Is there a difference in attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of
online learning among higher education administrators situated at different levels
of policy involvement?

The secondary research questions were:
•

What are the prevalent administrator attitudes and perceptions regarding state
authorization of online learning?

•

What is the relationship between knowledge of state authorization of online
learning and attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization?
The overarching framework for this study to answer these questions was policy

change theory with the focus on the change actor. Ostrom’s (2007) institutional analysis
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and development (IAD) framework and Flanagan’s et al. (2011) actor roles provided the
conceptual framework.
This chapter summarizes the study and provides an explanation of the major
findings. This chapter includes: a) a summary of the findings; b) conclusions; c)
limitations and delimitations; and d) implications and recommendations for future
research.
Summary of Findings
A mixed-methods approach to data collection was selected for this study. This
study utilized the concurrent triangulation approach and collected data using a survey
instrument and interviews. The survey was emailed to 153 administrators in the fall of
2013. Thirty-six surveys were returned for a response rate of 24%. One survey was
incomplete and rejected. The survey measured the following elements: a) opinions about
state authorization; b) personal experience with state authorization; c) the applicability of
state authorization to the respondent’s administrative domain; and d) demographic
information. Eight participants, 23% of the respondents who completed the survey,
volunteered to participate in a semi-structured telephone interview. Telephone interviews
were scheduled to clarify responses on the survey instrument and further explore attitudes
and perceptions related to state authorization.
This study investigated a primary research question and two secondary questions.
The primary research question was:
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•

Is there a difference in attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of
online learning among higher education administrators situated at different levels
of policy involvement?
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data from the personal opinion

section of the survey (questions 1 – 12). This section measured attitudes and perceptions
about state authorization of online learning. ANOVA results indicated there was not a
statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level between attitudes and perceptions
toward state authorization of online learning and level of policy involvement. An
ANOVA was completed to look at differences among administrators who considered
themselves as having a voice or vote in state authorization policy development or
implementation. ANOVA results indicated there was not a statistically significant
difference at the p<.05 between attitudes and perceptions toward having a voice or vote
on state authorization.
The participants in this study who were involved in state authorization policy
development or implementation (n=17) identified with two of Flanagan’s et al. (2011)
actor roles. All but one of the administrators in this study (n=16, 94%), referred to
themselves as policy principals. The remaining administrator (n=1, 6%) self-described as
a policy entrepreneur.
The secondary research questions were:
•

What are the prevalent administrator attitudes and perceptions regarding state
authorization?
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This question utilized the data collected through both the surveys and interviews.
An analysis of the 12 personal opinion questions on the survey (questions 1 – 12)
revealed that participants tended to agree or strongly agree with questions 4, 7, 8, 9, 11,
and 12. Participants strongly disagreed, disagreed, or were uncertain with questions 1, 2,
3, 5, 6, and 10. ANOVA results indicated there was not a statistically significant
difference at the p<.05 level in the 12 personal opinion questions and participant’s
demographics.
On the survey, participants were asked questions related to the applicability of
state authorization to their administrative domain to gain an understanding of prevalent
attitudes and perceptions regarding state authorization. ANOVA results indicated there
was not a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level between attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization of online learning and questions related to
applicability of state authorization to administrative domain.
The data collected from interviews were compared to the survey data to see if
there were similarities or differences in responses. The themes or categories that emerged
from the interviews were: a) meaning of state authorization; b) institutional policy on
state authorization; c) challenges with state authorization; d) pursued state authorizations;
and e) attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization of online learning.
Interviewees expressed what state authorization meant to them and shared their
institution’s policy on state authorization. The challenges identified with state
authorization were consistent with data collected through the survey. These challenges
included financial and personnel constraints. Interviewees stated their institutions
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planned to pursue state authorization with 47 – 50 states. The states of Alabama,
Arkansas, Massachusetts, and Minnesota were identified as states where receiving
authorization was difficult due to state regulations. The overall attitude and perception of
state authorization of interviewees was comparative to the survey results of the 12
personal opinion questions about state authorization of online learning.
•

What is the relationship between knowledge of state authorization of online
learning and attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization?
First, ANOVA was utilized to determine if there was a relationship between

knowledge of state authorization and attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization
of online learning. The four categories of knowledge were: a) very knowledgeable; b)
knowledgeable; c) somewhat knowledgeable; and d) not knowledgeable. Attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization of online learning were the same for administrators
with different levels of knowledge of state authorization. There was not a statistically
significant difference at the p<.05 level between attitudes and perceptions toward state
authorization of online learning and knowledge. Furthermore, participants were asked if
they received special preparation related to state authorization prior to their involvement
in state authorization policy. If so, participants were asked if they felt this preparation
was adequate. ANOVA results indicated there was not a statistically significant
difference at the p<.05 level between attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization
of online learning and receiving preparation or having adequate preparation. Finally,
participants identified their greatest and most influential sources of information regarding
state authorization. Professional organizations followed by government regulations were
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the greatest and most influential sources of information. ANOVA results indicated there
was not a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level between attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization of online learning and sources of information.
Conclusions
Online learning is occurring in elementary and secondary schools, postsecondary education, corporations, and in the military. These organizations develop
online learning programs with the purpose of expanding access to curriculum and
providing educational choices (Nazarinia Roy & Schumm, 2011). This study sought to
gain an understanding of the differences in attitudes and perceptions toward state
authorization of online learning among higher education administrators situated at
different levels of policy involvement and to provide a better understanding of the extent
to which institutions pursue state authorization. A mixed-methods approach was selected
for this study. Data was collected using a survey instrument and telephone interviews.
Participants of the study included 35 higher education administrators at
institutions in the United States that hold the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools
of Business (AACSB) accreditation and offer degrees online. Eight of the 35 participants
agreed to participant in telephone interviews. From this study, six conclusions were
drawn.
The first conclusion was that attitudes and perceptions toward state authorization
of online learning did not change based on higher education administrators level of policy
involvement, characteristics, or knowledge about state authorization. The lack of
statistically significant differences may be attributed to the survey response rate or the
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population of participants selected for this study. Selected participants held similar
positions as administrators of online learning programs at AACSB schools.
The second conclusion was that administrators who participated in the telephone
interviews expressed their frustration with the process of state authorization. Carter
(2011) confirmed that the process would be a burdensome task that would force
institutions of higher education to identify the physical location of their online students,
decipher state regulations, and determine if they needed to apply to certain states.
Regardless, interviewed administrators were committed to following the process in order
to legally offer online programs outside of their home state.
The third conclusion was that mobilizing resources in order to achieve policy
requirements was identified by 94% (n=16) of these administrators as their purpose of
involvement in developing or implementing state authorization policy. Flanagan et al.
(2011) identified individuals in this role of the policy process as policy principals. Only
one participant (6%) identified a different purpose. This administrator’s purpose was
promoting a policy problem/solution package. Flanagan et al. (2011) referred to
individuals in this role as policy entrepreneurs. None of the participants identified with
the following three purposes: a) targeting a policy action for behavior change; b) taking
resources to achieve a policy outcome; and c) a recipient of benefits and/or losses from
the impacts/outcomes of the policy (Flanagan et al., 2011). The absence of these
purposes may be attributed to the survey response rate or the population of participants
selected for this study.

69

The fourth conclusion was that in the policy-making process, administrators
reported having a role in implementing state authorization policy. However, these same
administrators did not feel they had a voice or vote when it came to state authorization
policy development or implementation. Participants may consider themselves as having
a role in implementing policy at the institutional level. In contrast, they may not consider
themselves having a voice or vote in state authorization policy development or
implementation at the state or federal level. Administrator Seven eluded to this
difference by saying, “No, we have had no voice in the regulations. We have been told by
the Department of Education to do it”. In this situation, the administrators are considered
by Flanagan et al. (2011) as policy targets. Policy targets are individuals targeted by
policy action for behavior change.
The fifth conclusion was that administrators were in favor of a national
reciprocity agreement where states would agree to recognize other states’ online
education programs as long as those programs have been certified by the home state. A
reciprocity agreement would eliminate institutions from having to pursue approval from
individual states and reduce costs of seeking authorization (The Sloan Consortium,
2013).
The sixth conclusion was that this study supported the elements of Ostrom’s
(2007) IAD framework. The actors in the action arena of the framework were
administrators in higher education. The patterns of interactions were the administrators’
level of involvement in state authorization of online learning policy. These patterns of
interactions led to the outcome of implementing state authorization policy at the
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administrator’s institution. The administrators in this study had to consider the physical
and material conditions available to pursue state authorization. The main conditions
identified in the study were funding and support staff. This is in agreement with Nelson’s
(2012) claim that despite federal court rulings effectively removing the state
authorization requirement, some states have changed their authorization requirements
making it more difficult or expensive for colleges to get permission to operate across
states. Attributes of community within Ostrom’s (2007) IAD framework required the
administrator to understand their institution’s culture and generally accepted norms
related to online learning. The Rules-in-use included the requirements of individual
states where administrators sought authorization (Ostrom, 2007).
Limitations and Delimitations
There were three limitations in this study. First, the study relied on self-reported
data from participants as the primary source of data in this study. Furthermore, the
findings could be subject to other interpretations. The researcher attributed Type I error
to several analyses due to a small convenience sample size. Finally, it can be difficult to
compare the results of two analyses using data of different forms.
There were four delimitations in this study. The first delimitation was surveying
participants from only one professional organization. Selecting more than one
organization or having a larger convenience sample size may have returned different
results. All participants in the study (n=35) were administrators at public (n=33, 94%) or
private, not-for-profit institutions (n=2, 6%). The study did not include private, for-profit
institutions. The second delimitation was distributing the survey instrument through
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electronic mail. It is possible that a number of intended recipients did not receive the email due to computer security settings (i.e., spam blocker). The third delimitation was
the researcher having inherent bias related to working with state authorization of online
learning in higher education. The fourth delimitation was that the study was completed
by a novice researcher.
Implications and Recommendations
The findings of this study have value and implications for administrators in higher
education. According to the survey results from this study, only 49% of respondents
reported being involved in state authorization of online learning policy development or
implementation. Furthermore, the majority of these administrators did not consider
themselves as having a voice or vote in state authorization policy development or
implementation beyond their institution. Administrators who work directly with state
authorization must be given the opportunity to provide input on policy development and
implementation at their institution. On a national or regional level, institutions should
encourage administrators to become active members of professional organizations or
societies that are involved in state authorization policy development.
As mentioned earlier in the study, none of the interviewed administrators had
formal policies on state authorization at their institutions. Administrators need to
encourage their institutions to publish an official policy and have it available to the
institution’s stakeholders. An official policy would assist administrators with decisions
they need to make regarding state authorization. Ostrom’s (2007) IAD framework
explains how administrators need to know the evaluative criteria to determine outcomes.
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A further implication from this study is that when faced with working on state
authorization of online learning, administrators need to be aware of the time, money, and
personnel required. If the administrator’s institution is part of a larger state system or
group of similar institutions, they may wish to consider sharing resources to reduce
duplicating efforts. If given the opportunity, institutions should consider supporting a
national reciprocity agreement that will eliminate the burden of seeking individual state
authorizations.
Another implication of the study is the role of the U.S. Department of Education.
If a new regulation on state authorization is passed at the federal level, institutions may
be forced to pursue state authorization if they wish to receive Title IV funds (The Sloan
Consortium, 2013). This study may provide valuable information to assist those
institutions that have not previously sought authorizations.
This study provided the foundation for several future studies. Since this study
lacked representation of administrators from private, for-profit institutions, a future study
could focus on a larger convenience sample that included for-profit institutions. A study
examining the human and financial resources involved in pursuing state authorization of
online learning would be beneficial. This study could include determining the number of
individuals working on state authorization and how much this process is costing
institutions. Lastly, qualitative research could be used to study the lessons learned and
best practices of institutions who received authorization in all 50 states.
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Chapter Summary
This chapter discussed Ostrom’s (2007) institutional analysis and development
(IAD) framework and Flanagan’s et al. (2011) actor roles as the conceptual framework
for the study. A summary of the findings and conclusions were presented. The
limitations and delimitations of the study were explained. Finally, implications and
recommendations for future research were discussed in order to advance the knowledge
of state authorization.
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Appendix A
Search Terms for Literature Review
(a) Distributed learning
(b) Distributed education
(c) Distance learning
(d) Distance education
(e) Mobile Computing
(f) Mobile Learning
(g) Online learning
(h) Online education
(i) State authorization
(j) 34 C.F.R. §600.9(c)
(k) Policy change theory
(l) Policy actors
(m) Policy agents
(n) Institutional analysis and development
(o) Massively open online courses
(p) Tablet Computing
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Appendix C
Survey of Higher Education Administrator Perceptions and
Attitudes Towards State Authorization of Online Learning
SURVEY DEFINITIONS:
Distance/Online learning: For the purpose of this survey, distance learning will only be
focused on online learning. Online learning is access to learning experiences via the
Internet. Online learning can be delivered in a synchronous or asynchronous format. An
online program is one in which 80% of the total number of required courses are delivered
online.
Reciprocity agreement: States agree to recognize other states’ online education programs
as long as those programs have been certified by the home state.
State: The 50 United States and the District of Columbia.
State authorization: Institutions that offer distance learning outside of their home states
must be authorized, licensed, or otherwise allowed to participate actively in states where
their students reside even if the institution has no physical location in that state.
PERSONAL OPINIONS ABOUT STATE AUTHORIZATION OF ONLINE
LEARNING:
Please address the following statements by selecting the number that reflects your level
of agreement.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Uncertain
Agree
Strongly Agree
1
2
3
4
5
1. State authorization has the potential to affect higher education in a positive
manner.
2. State authorization should be pursued only in states where the institution has
current students.
3. Institutions should pursue state authorization in all states.
4. The concept of state authorization is questionable at best.
5. State authorization is imperative for effective online program administration.
6. State authorization prevents fraud and misrepresentation of online programs.
7. State authorization is inhibiting for institutions.
8. There is very little reliable information available concerning the effectiveness of
state authorization.
9. State authorization poses a threat to online learning.
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10. State authorization is an interesting concept, and justifies further research.
11. Opportunities for institutional training in state authorization are extremely
important.
12. The inconsistent state regulations make ongoing compliance with state
authorization difficult.
PERSONAL EXPERIENCE WITH STATE AUTHORIZATION (please select
appropriate responses):
13. How knowledgeable are you about state authorization?
• Very knowledgeable
• Knowledgeable
• Somewhat knowledgeable
• Not knowledgeable
14. Have you ever been involved in state authorization policy development or
implementation?
• Yes
• No
If No: Go to question 21.
If Yes: Go to question 15.
15. For what purpose were you involved in state authorization policy?
• Mobilizing resources in order to achieve policy requirements
• Promoting a policy problem/solution package
• Targeted by policy action for behavior change
• Taking resources to achieve a policy outcome
• A recipient of benefits and/or losses from the impacts/outcomes of the
policy
• Other ________________
16. Did you receive any special preparation (e.g. training and/or attending workshops
or seminars) related to state authorization prior to your involvement in state
authorization policy?
• Yes
• No
• Unsure
If No or Unsure: Go to question 18.
If Yes: Go to question 17.
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17. Do you think that the preparation was adequate?
• Yes
• No
• Unsure
18. Do you consider yourself as having a voice in state authorization policy
development or implementation?
• Yes
• No
• Unsure
19. Do you consider yourself as having a vote in state authorization policy
development or implementation?
• Yes
• No
• Unsure
20. Identify the stages of the policy-making process where you have or had a role in
regards to state authorization:
• Defining the problem
• Developing policy
• Legitimizing policy
• Implementing policy
• Evaluating policy
APPLICABILITY OF STATE AUTHORIZATION TO YOUR ADMINISTRATIVE
DOMAIN:
21. Has your university/division/department pursued state authorization outside of
their home state?
• Yes
• No
• Unsure
If No: Go to question 22.
If Yes or Unsure: Go to question 23.
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22. What are the reasons your institution is not pursuing state authorization? Check
all that apply.
• Lack of knowledge about state authorization
• Negative university/division/department attitude toward state
authorization
• Restrictions placed by certifying body on university/division/department
• Lack of available staff
• Other (please explain)____________
23. Does your academic unit have the personnel to pursue state authorization?
• Yes
• No
• Unsure
24. Does your academic unit have the budget to pursue state authorization?
• Yes
• No
• Unsure
25. Do you think state authorization policies are employed effectively by your
academic unit?
• Yes
• No
• Unsure
26. What is your greatest source of information regarding state authorization?
• Peers
• Social Media
• Government Regulations
• Professional Organizations
• Legal Counsel
• Other _________________
27. What do you consider to be your most influential source of information regarding
state authorization?
• Peers
• Social Media
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•
•
•
•

Government Regulations
Professional Organizations
Legal Counsel
Other _________________

28. As an administrator, rank the challenges you face with state authorization. A rank
of 1 being the most challenging and 3 the least challenging.
• Support staff needed for research and compliance.
• Budget for operation and out of state fees.
• Adequate administrative authority
29. Would your institution be in favor of a national reciprocity agreement? Under a
national reciprocity agreement, states would agree to recognize other states’
online education programs as long as those programs have been certified by the
home state.
• Yes
• No
• Unsure
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION (will only be used for statistical purposes):
30. Age:
•
•
•
•
•
•

20 – 29
30 – 39
40 – 49
50 – 59
60 – 69
Over 70

31. Gender:
• Male
• Female
• Other
32. Number of years as an administrator at current institution:
• 5 years or less
• 6 – 10
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•
•
•

11 – 15
16 – 20
Greater than 20

33. Total number of years as an administrator at all institutions:
• 5 years or less
• 6 -10
• 11 – 15
• 16 – 20
• Greater than 20
34. I am an administrator at the following level: (please check the appropriate
response)
• Upper level – Provosts, Chief Academic Officers, Associate/Assistance
Provosts
• Mid level – Deans of Colleges/Divisions
• Lower Level – Chairs or Heads of Schools/Departments
35. Highest academic degree I received: (please check appropriate response)
• Bachelor
• Masters
• Doctorate
• Other _____________
36. I am an administrator at the following type of institution: (please check the
appropriate response)
• Public
• Private, Not-for-Profit
• Private, For-Profit
37. The highest degree my current institution offers:
• Associate
• Baccalaureate
• Master
• Educational Specialist
• Doctorate (3 or fewer)
• Doctorate (4 or more)
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38. A random selection of respondents will be requested to participate in a short
telephone interview. If you would like to participate in this interview, please
provide your name, telephone number, campus address, and the best time to reach
you.
• Name
• Telephone number
• Campus address
• Best time to reach you
39. Please comment if there is anything else you would like to add:
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Appendix D
Survey Questions and Related
Literature/Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) Framework
Question
Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5

Literature
The Sloan Consortium (2013, February)
Carter, D. (2011), Ostrom, E. (2007)
Carter, D. (2011), Ostrom, E. (2007)
The Sloan Consortium (2013, February)
Ostrom, E. (2007)

Q6
Q7

The Sloan Consortium (2013, February)
The Sloan Consortium (2013, February)
Carter, D. (2011)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
The Sloan Consortium (2013, February)
Carter, D. (2011)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
The Sloan Consortium (2013, February)
The Sloan Consortium (2013)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Flanagan, K., Uyarra, E., & Laranja, M (2011)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Howlett, M. & Ramesh, M. (2003)

Q8
Q9
Q10
Q11
Q12
Q13
Q14
Q15
Q16
Q17
Q18
Q19
Q20
Q21
Q22
Q23
Q24
Q25
Q26
Q27
Q28
Q29

IAD Framework
Attributes of Community
Attributes of Community
Attributes of Community
Rules-in-Use

Evaluative Criteria

Evaluative Criteria
Physical/Material Conditions

Action Arena – Actors
Patterns of Interactions

Physical/Material Conditions
Evaluative Criteria
Action Arena – Actors
Patterns of Interactions
Howlett, M. & Ramesh, M. (2003)
Action Arena – Actors
Patterns of Interactions
Howlett, M. & Ramesh, M. (2003)
Action Arena – Actors
Patterns of Interactions
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Outcomes
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Evaluative Criteria
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Physical/Material Conditions
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Physical/Material Conditions
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Evaluative Criteria
Outcomes
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Action Arena – Actors
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Action Arena – Actors
Instructional Technology Council (2011, May) Physical/Material Conditions
The Sloan Consortium (2013, February)
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Appendix E
Interview Questions
1. Discuss your understanding of online learning.
2. What does state authorization mean to you?
3. Describe your familiarity with state authorization.
4. Explain your level of involvement in state authorization policy.
5. On your survey you indicated receiving special preparation (e.g. training and/or
attending workshops or seminars) related to state authorization prior to your
involvement in state authorization policy. Briefly describe the preparation and
why the preparation was or was not adequate.
6. Describe your institutions policy on state authorization.
7. What are some of the challenges your institution faced with implementing a state
authorization policy?
8. As you have been involved with the state authorization process, how has your
attitude towards the requirement for state authorization changed?
9. As you have been involved with the state authorization process, how has your
perception towards the requirement for state authorization changed?
10. How receptive do you think state authorization is among institutions of higher
education?
11. Briefly describe what authorizations your institution has pursued. Helpful to
mention specific states.
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12. Are there specific states where your institution will not seek state authorization?
Please identify the state and reason for not requesting authorization.
13. If you were researching this topic, what questions would you ask?
14. Is there anything you would like to add?
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Appendix F
Interview Questions with Related Literature/Institutional Analysis and Development
(IAD) Framework and Survey Questions
Interview
Literature
Question
Q1
Allen, I.E. & Seaman, J. (2013)
Armatas, S.A. (2008)
Benson, A. (2002)
Q2
The Sloan Consortium (2013,
February)
Q3
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Q4
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Flanagan, K., Uyarra, E., and
Laranja, M. (2011)
Q5
Ostrom, E. (2007)

Q6
Q7
Q8

Q9

Q10
Q11
Q12

Theory - IAD
Framework

Survey Question
Q32-34

Ostrom, E. (2007)
Instructional Technology
Council. (2011, May)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Flanagan, K., Uyarra, E., and
Laranja, M. (2011)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Flanagan, K., Uyarra, E., and
Laranja, M. (2011)
The Sloan Consortium (2013,
February)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
Ostrom, E. (2007)
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Action Arena – Actors

Q1- Q12

Action Arena – Actors
Patterns of Interactions

Q13
Q14-Q15

Physical/Material
Conditions
Evaluative Criteria
Outcomes
Physical/Material
Conditions
Patterns of Interactions

Q16-Q17

Q18
Q25
Q14-Q15

Patterns of Interactions

Q14-Q15

Attributes of
Community
Outcomes
Evaluative Criteria

Q1; Q19
Q18
Q19

Appendix G
Email Used to Recruit Participants

Invitation to Participate in a Research Study
Clemson University
University Administrators’ Attitudes and Perceptions of
State Authorization of Online Learning
Hello, my name is Penny Vassar and I am a doctoral student at Clemson University
working under the supervision of Dr. Pamela Havice. I would like to invite you to
participate in this study.
Description of the Study and Your Part in It
The purpose of this research is to gain an understanding of the differences in attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization among higher education administrators situated at
different levels of policy involvement and to provide a better understanding of the extent
institutions pursue state authorization.
Your part in the study will be to complete an electronic survey and an optional telephone
interview.
It will take you approximately 15 – 20 minutes to complete the electronic survey. The
expected duration of the optional telephone interview is 20 minutes.
Risks and Discomforts
We do not know of any risks or discomforts to you in this research study.
Possible Benefits
We do not know of any way you would benefit directly from taking part in this study.
However, this research will help us to better understand the differences in attitudes and
perceptions toward state authorization among higher education administrators situated at
different levels of policy involvement.
Protection of Privacy and Confidentiality
The survey you complete will be anonymous unless you select to participate in the
telephone interview and provide your contact information. Any identifiable information
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that is obtained will remain confidential and will not be disclosed. At no time will your
name or institution be identified in reports, papers, or publications.
Choosing to Be in the Study
You do not have to be in this study. You may choose not to take part and you may choose
to stop taking part at any time. You will not be punished in any way if you decide not to
be in the study or to stop taking part in the study.
If you would like to participate in the study, please access the survey at
https://clemsonhealth.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_bJhSqD9n1Gdvoup.
Contact Information
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please
contact Dr. Pamela Havice at Clemson University at 864-656-5121.
If you have any questions or concerns about your rights in this research study, please
contact the Clemson University Office of Research Compliance (ORC) at 864-656-6460
or irb@clemson.edu. If you are outside of the Upstate South Carolina area, please use the
ORC’s toll-free number, 866-297-3071.
Clicking on the link to access the survey at
https://clemsonhealth.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_bJhSqD9n1Gdvoup indicates that:
• You have read the above information
• You voluntarily agree to participate
• You are at least 18 years of age
Please print a copy of this informational letter for your files.
Thank you in advance for your time and effort.
Sincerely,
Penny Vassar
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Appendix H
Clemson University IRB Approval Letter
Dear Dr. Havice,
The chair of the Clemson University Institutional Review Board (IRB) validated the
protocol identified above using exempt review procedures and a determination was made
on November 25, 2013 that the proposed activities involving human participants qualify
as Exempt under category B2, based on federal regulations 45 CFR 46. Your protocol
will expire on August 31, 2014.
The expiration date indicated above was based on the completion date you entered on the
IRB application. If an extension is necessary, the PI should submit an Exempt Protocol
Extension Request form, http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/forms.html, at
least three weeks before the expiration date. Please refer to our website for more
information on the extension procedures,
http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/guidance/reviewprocess.html.
No change in this approved research protocol can be initiated without the IRB’s approval.
This includes any proposed revisions or amendments to the protocol or consent form.
Any unanticipated problems involving risk to subjects, any complications, and/or any
adverse events must be reported to the Office of Research Compliance (ORC)
immediately. All team members are required to review the “Responsibilities of Principal
Investigators” and the “Responsibilities of Research Team Members” available at
http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/regulations.html.
The Clemson University IRB is committed to facilitating ethical research and protecting
the rights of human subjects. Please contact us if you have any questions and use the IRB
number and title in all communications regarding this study.
Good luck with your study.
All the best,
Nalinee
Nalinee D. Patin
IRB Coordinator, Clemson University
Office of Research Compliance
Institutional Review Board (IRB)
Voice: (864) 656-0636, Fax: (864) 656-4475
E-mail: npatin@clemson.edu
Web site: http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/
IRB E-mail: irb@clemson.edu
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Appendix I
Mean Tables for the Primary Research Question

Table I1
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Involvement for Comparison to the Overall
Mean for Each Question.

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

m
2.53
2.65
3.24
4.18
2.18
2.53
4.53
4.35
3.71
2.76
3.88
4.71

Q14 - Involvement
Yes
No
n
s
m
n
17 1.33 2.61 18
17 1.17 2.89 18
17 1.30 2.67 18
17 1.07 4.00 18
17 1.13 1.94 18
17 1.01 2.33 18
17 .62 4.56 18
17 .86 4.17 18
17 1.31 3.94 18
17 1.30 2.94 18
17 1.05 4.00 18
17 .47 4.56 18

s
1.14
1.32
1.33
.77
.99
1.03
.78
.86
.87
1.16
.77
1.04
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table I2
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Level of Involvement for Comparison to the
Overall Mean for Each Question.

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Q15 - Level of Involvement
Mobilizing
Promoting a
Resources
Policy
m
n
s
m
n
s
2.44 16 1.31
4.00 1
2.56 16 1.15
4.00 1
3.31 16 1.30
2.00 1
4.19 16 1.11
4.00 1
2.19 16 1.17
2.00 1
2.56 16 1.03
2.00 1
4.56 16 .63
4.00 1
4.38 16 .89
4.00 1
2.00 1
3.81 16 1.28
2.69 16 1.30
4.00 1
3.88 16 1.09
4.00 1
4.75 16 .45
4.00 1
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Overall Mean
m
2.57
2.77
2.94
4.09
2.06
2.43
4.54
4.26
3.83
2.86
3.94
4.63

n
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

s
1.22
1.24
1.33
.92
1.06
1.01
.70
.85
1.10
1.22
.91
.81

Table I3
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Voice for Comparison to the Overall Mean for
Each Question.

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

m
2.60
2.60
3.80
3.60
2.40
3.20
4.60
4.20
3.40
3.00
3.80
4.80

Q18 - Having a Voice
Yes
No
n
s
m
n
5 1.34 2.50 12
5 1.34 2.67 12
5 1.30 3.00 12
5 1.52 4.42 12
5 1.14 2.08 12
5 1.10 2.25 12
5
.55 4.50 12
5
.84 4.42 12
5 1.52 3.83 12
5 1.41 2.67 12
5 1.10 3.92 12
5
.45 4.67 12

s
1.38
1.15
1.28
.79
1.16
.87
.67
.90
1.27
1.30
1.08
.49
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table I4
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Vote for Comparison to the Overall Mean for
Each Question.

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

m
2.50
3.00
3.50
3.50
2.50
3.50
4.50
4.50
3.50
2.50
4.00
4.50

Q-19 Having a Vote
Yes
No
n
s
m
n
2 2.12 2.53 15
2 1.41 2.60 15
2
.71 3.20 15
2 2.12 4.27 15
2 2.12 2.13 15
2 2.12 2.40 15
2
.71 4.53 15
2
.71 4.33 15
2 2.12 3.73 15
2 2.12 2.80 15
2 0.00 3.87 15
2
.71 4.73 15

s
1.30
1.18
1.37
.96
1.06
.83
.64
.90
1.28
1.26
1.13
.46
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Appendix J
Mean Tables for the Third Research Question

Table J1
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Knowledge for Comparison to the Overall
Mean for Each Question.
Q13 - Level of Knowledge
Very
Somewhat
Not
Knowledgeable Knowledgeable Knowledgeable Knowledgeable
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.23 13 1.24 2.60 15 1.18 3.60 5 .89
2.00 2 1.41
2
2.61 13 1.33 2.93 15 1.28 2.80 5 1.30
2.50 2 .71
3
3.31 13 1.49 2.87 15 1.19 2.80 5 1.30
1.50 2 .71
4
4.08 13 1.04 4.20 15 .77 3.60 5 1.14
4.50 2 .71
5
2.00 13 1.22 2.20 15 .86 2.20 5 1.30
1.00 2 .00
6
2.23 13 .93 2.40 15 .99 3.20 5 1.30
2.00 2 .00
7
4.77 13 .44 4.40 15 .91 4.40 5 .55
4.50 2 .71
4.31 13 1.03 4.33 15 .72 4.00 5 .71
4.00 2 1.41
8
9
4.15 13 1.14 3.53 15 1.13 3.60 5 .89
4.50 2 .71
10
2.38 13 1.26 3.07 15 1.22 3.40 5 .89
3.00 2 1.41
11
3.92 13 1.12 4.13 15 .83 3.60 5 .55
3.50 2 .71
12
4.54 13 1.13 4.73 15 .59 4.60 5 .55
4.50 2 .71
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table J2
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Receiving Preparation for Comparison to the
Overall Mean for Each Question.

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Q16 - Received Special
Preparation
Yes
No
m
n
s
m
n
s
2.50 8 1.31 2.56 9 1.42
2.75 8 1.39 2.56 9 1.01
3.50 8 1.41 3.00 9 1.22
4.25 8 1.04 4.11 9 1.67
2.00 8
.76 2.33 9 1.41
2.25 8
.71 2.78 9 1.20
4.75 8
.46 4.33 9 .71
4.50 8
.76 4.22 9 .97
3.38 8 1.41 4.00 9 1.22
3.00 8 1.41 2.56 9 1.24
3.88 8
.83 3.89 9 1.27
4.75 8
.46 4.67 9 .50
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table J3
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Adequate Preparation for Comparison to the
Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q17 - Adequate Preparation
Yes
No
Unsure
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.50 2 2.12 3.00 4 1.15
2.00 1
2
2.50 2 2.12 3.00 4 1.15
1.00 1
3
3.50 2 2.12 3.25 4 1.50
5.00 1
4
4.00 2 0.00 4.00 4 1.41
5.00 1
5
2.00 2 0.00 2.25 4
.96
2.00 1
6
2.00 2 0.00 2.25 4
.96
3.00 1
7
4.50 2
.71 4.75 4
.50
5.00 1
8
4.50 2
.71 4.25 4
.96
5.00 1
9
2.00 2 0.00 3.25 4
.63
5.00 1
10
2.50 2 2.12 4.00 4 0.00
2.00 1
11**
4.00 2 0.00 4.25 4
.50
2.00 1
12
4.00 2 0.00 5.00 4 0.00
5.00 1
** Question means differed across adequate preparation groups.
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table J4
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Greatest Source of Information for Comparison
to the Overall Mean for Each Question.

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Q26 – Greatest Source of Information
Peers
Government
Professional
Regulations
Organizations
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
2.50 4 1.29 2.86 7 1.21 2.53 17 1.18
2.00 4
.82 3.42 7 1.13 2.59 17 1.23
2.75 4 1.50 2.43 7 1.27 3.12 17 1.45
4.25 4 1.50 4.00 7
.82 4.12 17 .93
1.75 4 1.50 2.57 7 1.27 1.76 17 .83
2.50 4 1.73 2.71 7
.95 2.24 17 .97
4.50 4
.58 4.57 7
.53 4.53 17 .87
4.50 4
.58 3.86 7 1.21 4.35 17 .79
3.75 4 1.26 4.00 7
.82 3.82 17 1.19
.95 2.88 17 1.22
2.50 4 1.29 3.29 7
3.75 4
.96 3.86 7
.69 4.00 17 1.12
4.75 4
.50 5.00 7 0.00 4.47 17 1.07

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Q26 – Greatest Source of
Information
Legal Counsel
Other
m
n
s
m
n
s
3.00 3 1.73 2.00 4 1.41
3.67 3 1.53 2.50 4 1.29
2.67 3
.58 3.50 4 1.29
4.00 3 1.00 4.00 4
.82
2.00 3 1.00 2.75 4
.96
3.00 3 1.00 2.25 4
.50
4.33 3
.58 4.75 4
.50
4.00 3 1.00 4.50 4
.58
4.33 3
.58 3.25 4 1.50
3.00 3 1.73 2.25 4 1.50
3.67 3
.58 4.25 4
.50
4.67 3
.58 4.50 4
.58
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Overall Mean
m
2.57
2.77
2.94
4.09
2.06
2.43
4.54
4.26
3.83
2.86
3.94
4.63

n
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

s
1.22
1.24
1.33
.92
1.06
1.01
.70
.85
1.10
1.22
.91
.81

Table J5
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Most Influential Source of Information for
Comparison to the Overall Mean for Each Question.

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6**
7**
8
9
10
11
12

Q27 - Most Influential Source of Information
Peers
Social Media
Government
Regulations
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
2.75 4 1.50
4.00 1
3.00 7 1.41
2.00 4
.82
4.00 1
3.43 7 1.13
3.25 4 1.50
2.00 1
2.71 7 1.11
4.00 4 1.41
3.00 1
4.14 7 .90
1.75 4 1.50
4.00 1
2.43 7 1.27
2.50 4 1.73
5.00 1
2.86 7 .69
4.75 4
.50
2.00 1
4.43 7 .53
4.50 4
.58
3.00 1
3.57 7 .98
3.75 4 1.26
2.00 1
4.00 7 .58
2.50 4 1.29
5.00 1
3.00 7 1.00
4.00 4
.82
5.00 1
3.57 7 .53
4.75 4
.50
3.00 1
4.71 7 .49

Overall Mean
m
2.57
2.77
2.94
4.09
2.06
2.43
4.54
4.26
3.83
2.86
3.94
4.63

n
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

s
1.22
1.24
1.33
.92
1.06
1.01
.70
.85
1.10
1.22
.91
.81

Q27 - Most Influential Source of Information
Professional
Legal Counsel
Other
Overall Mean
Organizations
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.42 19 1.07 2.33 3 1.53
1.00 1
2.57 35 1.22
2
2.58 19 1.17 3.67 3 1.53
1.00 1
2.77 35 1.24
3
3.00 19 1.45 2.33 3
.58
5.00 1
2.94 35 1.33
4
4.16 19 .90 4.00 3 1.00
4.00 1
4.09 35 .92
2.00 1
2.06 35 1.06
5
1.89 19 .88 2.00 3 1.00
2.00 1
2.43 35 1.01
6**
2.05 19 .71 3.00 3 1.00
7**
4.68 19 .58 4.33 3
.58
5.00 1
4.54 35 .70
8
4.53 19 .70 4.00 3 1.00
5.00 1
4.26 35 .85
.58
2.00 1
3.83 35 1.10
9
3.89 19 1.20 4.33 3
10
2.84 19 1.17 3.00 3 1.73
1.00 1
2.86 35 1.22
4.00 1
3.94 35 .91
11
4.00 19 1.11 4.00 3 0.00
12
4.63 19 .96 5.00 3 0.00
4.00 1
4.63 35 .81
** Question means differed across most influential source of information groups.
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Appendix K
Mean Tables for Characteristics of the Participants
Table K1
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Age for Comparison to the Overall Mean for
Each Question.
Q30 - Age
20-29
30-39
40-49
Question m
n s m
n
s m
n
s
1
4.00 1 - 4.00 2 - 2.46 13 .88
2
3.00 1 - 3.00 2 1.41 2.85 13 1.34
3
3.00 1 - 4.50 2 .71 2.69 13 1.38
4
3.00 1 - 2.50 2 .71 4.38 13 .77
5**
2.00 1 - 4.50 2 .71 1.85 13 .80
6**
3.00 1 - 4.50 2 .71 2.31 13 .75
7
3.00 1 - 4.00 2 - 4.77 13 .44
8
5.00 1 - 3.00 2 1.41 4.62 13 .65
9
2.00 1 - 3.50 2 2.12 4.15 13 .69
10
3.00 1 - 4.00 2 - 2.62 13 1.04
11
5.00 1 - 4.00 2 - 3.92 13 .95
12
5.00 1 - 4.50 2 .71 4.69 13 1.11
** Question means differed across age groups.

Q30 - Age
50-59
60-69
Overall Mean
Question m
n
s m
n s
m
n
s
1
2.36 14 .40 2.60 5 1.14 2.57 35 1.22
2
2.57 14 1.22 3.00 5 1.41 2.77 35 1.24
3
2.86 14 1.35 3.20 5 1.30 2.94 35 1.33
4
4.07 14 1.00 4.20 5 .45 4.09 35 .92
5**
2.00 14 1.11 1.80 5 .45 2.06 35 1.06
6**
2.29 14 1.07 2.20 5 .84 2.43 35 1.01
7
4.50 14 .85 4.60 5 .55 4.54 35 .70
8
4.00 14 .88 4.40 5 .55 4.26 35 .85
9
4.15 14 1.25 3.60 5 1.14 3.83 35 1.10
10
2.93 14 1.44 2.80 5 1.30 2.86 35 1.22
11
3.93 14 1.00 3.80 5 .84 3.94 35 .91
12
4.57 14 .65 4.60 5 .55 4.63 35 .81
** Question means differed across age groups.
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table K2
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Gender for Comparison to the Overall Mean
for Each Question.
Q31 - Gender
Male
Female
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.87 15 1.30 2.35 20 1.14
2
2.67 15 1.40 2.85 20 1.14
3
2.87 15 1.36 3.00 20 1.34
4
4.07 15
.80 4.10 20 1.02
5
2.27 15 1.22 1.90 20 .91
6
2.60 15 1.12 2.30 20 .92
7
4.47 15
.83 4.60 20 .60
8
4.00 15 1.00 4.45 20 .69
9
4.00 15 1.00 3.70 20 1.17
10
2.87 15 1.25 2.85 20 1.23
11
3.60 15 1.06 4.20 20 .70
12
4.67 15 .62 4.60 20 .94
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table K3
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Number of Years at Current Institution for
Comparison to the Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q32 - Years at Current Institution
5 or Less
6-10
11-15
Question m
n s m
n
s m
n
s
1
2.65 17 1.35 2.90 11 1.38 1.50 2 .71
2
2.59 17 1.23 2.91 11 1.38 3.50 2 2.12
3
3.00 17 1.50 2.73 11 1.13 3.00 2 2.83
4
4.00 17 1.12 4.18 11 .60 5.00 2 0.00
5
2.00 17 1.27 2.00 11 .63 1.00 2 0.00
6
2.53 17 1.23 2.36 11 .81 1.50 2 .71
7
4.41 17 .87 4.64 11 .50 5.00 2 0.00
8
4.24 17 .97 4.36 11 .81 4.50 2 .71
9
3.94 17 1.25 3.64 11 .92 4.50 2 .71
10
2.82 17 1.24 3.09 11 1.30 2.00 2 1.41
11
3.88 17 1.11 4.00 11 .63 4.00 2 1.41
12
4.47 17 1.07 4.73 11 .47 5.00 2 0.00

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Q32 - Years at Current
Institution
16-20
> 20
m
n
s
m
n s
2.00 4 .82
1.00 1 3.00 4 .82
2.00 1 3.00 4 .82
4.00 1 4.00 4 .82
3.00 1 2.50 4 .58
4.00 1 2.75 4 .50
2.00 1 4.50 4 .58
5.00 1 4.00 4 .82
4.00 1 3.50 4 1.29
4.00 1 2.75 4 1.26
3.00 1 4.00 4 .82
4.00 1 4.75 4 .50
5.00 1 -

Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table K4
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Total Number of Years at All Institutions for
Comparison to the Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q33 - Total Years at all Institutions
5 or Less
6-10
11-15
Question m
n s m
n
s m
n
s
1
2.86 7 1.35 2.50 8 1.41 2.57 7 1.13
2
3.57 7 .98 2.63 8 1.51 3.00 7 1.41
3
3.00 7 1.15 2.88 8 1.25 2.86 7 1.77
4
3.86 7 1.21 4.38 8 .74 4.14 7 .90
5
2.29 7 2.29 1.88 8 .64 1.86 7 1.21
6
3.00 7 1.15 2.25 8 .89 2.14 7 1.35
7
4.29 7 .76 4.75 8 .46 4.57 7 1.13
8
4.29 7 1.11 4.38 8 .92 4.43 7 .79
9
3.57 7 1.27 4.00 8 .93 3.86 7 1.07
10
2.57 7 1.13 2.50 8 1.31 3.00 7 1.41
11
3.86 7 .69 4.25 8 .71 4.29 7 .76
12
4.71 7 .49 4.88 8 .35 4.14 7 1.57

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Q33 - Total Years at all
Institutions
16-20
> 20
m
n
s
m
n s
2.00 6 1.10 2.86 7 1.21
2.50 6 1.05 2.14 7 .90
2.67 6 1.37 3.29 7 1.38
4.17 6 .75 3.86 7 1.07
2.17 6 .75 2.14 7 1.07
2.67 6 .52 2.14 7 .90
4.50 6 .55 4.57 7 .53
4.00 6 .89 4.14 7 .69
4.17 6 1.17 3.57 7 1.27
3.00 6 1.26 3.29 7 1.11
3.67 6 1.03 3.57 7 1.27
4.67 6 .52 4.71 7 .49

Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table K5
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Administrator Level for Comparison to the
Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q34 - Administrator Level
Upper Level
Mid-Level
Lower Level
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
1.71 7 1.11 2.80 10 1.03 2.71 17 1.26
2
2.43 7 1.13 3.10 10 1.29 2.65 17 1.27
3
2.57 7 1.51 2.70 10 .94 3.12 17 1.41
4
4.00 7 1.15 4.40 10 .51 4.00 17 1.00
.99
5
1.86 7 1.86 1.80 10 .63 2.12 17
6
2.14 7
.69 2.10 10 .74 2.65 17 1.17
7
4.71 7
.49 4.60 10 .52 4.47 17
.87
8
4.00 7
.82 4.60 10 .52 4.29 17
.85
9
4.14 7 1.07 3.50 10 1.08 3.82 17 1.13
10
2.71 7 1.38 3.20 10 1.14 2.65 17 1.22
11
3.71 7 1.25 3.90 10 .73 4.06 17
.90
12
4.71 7
.49 4.70 10 .48 4.53 17 1.07
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table K6
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Administrator’s Highest Degree for
Comparison to the Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q35 - Administrator’s Highest Degree
Bachelor
Masters
Doctorate
Overall Mean
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
4.00 1
2.25 12 1.05 2.68 22 1.28 2.57 35 1.22
2
2.00 1
2.58 12 1.24 2.91 22 1.27 2.77 35 1.24
3
4.00 1
3.17 12 1.59 2.77 22 1.19 2.94 35 1.33
4
2.00 1
4.17 12 .83 4.14 22
.89 4.09 35 .92
5
4.00 1
2.00 12 1.13 2.00 22
.98 2.06 35 1.06
6**
5.00 1
2.17 12 .83 2.45 22
.96 2.43 35 1.01
7
4.00 1
4.67 12 .65 4.50 22
.74 4.54 35 .70
8
4.00 1
4.50 12 .90 4.14 22
.83 4.26 35 .85
9
2.00 1
4.08 12 1.08 3.77 22 1.07 3.83 35 1.10
10
4.00 1
2.42 12 1.16 3.05 22 1.21 2.86 35 1.22
11
4.00 1
4.33 12 .78 3.73 22
.94 3.94 35 .91
12
4.00 1
4.58 12 1.16 4.68 22
.57 4.63 35 .81
** Question means differed across administrator’s highest degree groups.
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Table K7
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Type of Institution for Comparison to the
Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q36 - Type of Institution
Public
Private,
Not-for-Profit
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.52 33 1.23 3.50 2
.71
2
2.70 33 1.21 4.00 2 1.41
3
3.00 33 1.35 2.00 2 0.00
4
4.09 33
.91 4.00 2 1.41
5
2.06 33 1.06 2.00 2 1.41
6
2.39 33 1.00 3.00 2 1.41
7
4.58 33
.71 4.00 2 0.00
8
4.27 33
.84 4.00 2 1.41
9
3.82 33 1.13 4.00 2 0.00
10
2.85 33 1.23 3.00 2 1.41
11
3.97 33
.92 3.50 2
.71
12
4.61 33
.83 5.00 2 0.00
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Overall Mean
m
2.57
2.77
2.94
4.09
2.06
2.43
4.54
4.26
3.83
2.86
3.94
4.63

n
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

s
1.22
1.24
1.33
.92
1.06
1.01
.70
.85
1.10
1.22
.91
.81

Table K8
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Institution’s Highest Degree for Comparison to
the Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q37 - Institution’s Highest Degree
Masters
Doctorate,
Doctorate,
3 or less
4 or more
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.80 5
.84 3.17 12 1.19 2.11 18 1.18
2
3.20 5 1.30 2.75 12 1.06 2.67 18 1.37
3
2.20 5
.45 2.67 12 1.23 3.33 18 1.46
.94 4.00 18 .97
4
4.20 5
.84 4.17 12
5
2.20 5
.45 1.83 12 1.11 2.17 18 1.15
6
2.40 5
.55 2.33 12 1.37 2.50 18 .86
7
4.40 5
.89 4.42 12
.90 4.67 18 .49
.79 4.06 18 .94
8
4.80 5
.45 4.33 12
9
3.20 5
.84 3.58 12 1.24 4.17 18 .99
10
2.60 5
.89 3.17 12 1.19 2.72 18 1.32
11
3.80 5
.84 4.17 12
.72 3.83 18 1.04
12
5.00 5 0.00 4.58 12
.67 4.56 18 .98
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Overall Mean
m
2.57
2.77
2.94
4.09
2.06
2.43
4.54
4.26
3.83
2.86
3.94
4.63

n
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

s
1.22
1.24
1.33
.92
1.06
1.01
.70
.85
1.10
1.22
.91
.81

Appendix L
Mean Tables for Participants’ Administrative Domain

Table L1
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Institution Pursuing State Authorization
Outside of Home State for Comparison to the Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q21 - Institution Pursuing State
State Authorization
Outside of Home State
Yes
No
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.53 32 1.19 3.00 3 1.73
2
2.81 32 1.28 2.33 3 .58
3
2.97 32 1.33 2.67 3 1.53
4
4.09 32
.96 4.00 3 0.00
5
2.13 32 1.07 1.33 3 .58
6
2.44 32 1.04 2.33 3 .58
7
4.53 32
.72 4.67 3 .58
8
4.28 32
.85 4.00 3 1.00
9
3.78 32 1.12 4.33 3 .58
10
2.81 32 1.23 3.33 3 1.15
11
3.97 32
.93 3.67 3 .58
12
4.66 32
.83 4.33 3 .58
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table L2
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Personnel for Comparison to the Overall Mean
for Each Question.
Q23 - Personnel
Yes
No
Overall Mean
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.67 15 1.40 2.50 20 1.10
2.57 35 1.22
2
2.60 15 1.18 2.90 20 1.29
2.77 35 1.24
3
2.93 15 1.39 2.95 20 1.32
2.94 35 1.33
4
3.80 15 1.08 4.30 20 .73
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
5
2.20 15 1.01 1.95 20 1.10
6
2.67 15 1.18 2.25 20 .85
2.43 35 1.01
7
4.40 15
.91 4.65 20 .49
4.54 35 .70
8
4.07 15
.88 4.40 20 .82
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
9
3.47 15 1.25 4.10 20 .91
10**
3.33 15 1.29 2.50 20 1.05
2.86 35 1.22
11
3.93 15
.96 3.95 20 .89
3.94 35 .91
12
4.40 15 1.12 4.80 20 .41
4.63 35 .81
** Question means differed across personnel groups.
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Table L3
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Budget for Comparison to the Overall Mean for
Each Question.

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

m
2.80
2.90
3.40
3.60
2.30
2.80
4.20
3.90
3.20
3.30
4.30
4.30

Yes
n
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

s
1.40
1.37
1.43
.97
.82
1.03
1.03
.88
1.14
1.34
.67
1.34

Q24 - Budget
No
m
n
s
2.45 22 1.14
2.78 22 1.27
2.82 22 1.26
4.23 22
.87
2.09 22 1.15
2.36 22 1.00
4.68 22
.48
4.41 22
.80
4.00 22 1.02
2.59 22 1.14
3.82 22 1.01
4.77 22
.43
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Unsure
m
n
s
2.67 3 1.53
2.33 3
.58
2.33 3 1.52
4.67 3
.58
1.00 3 0.00
1.67 3
.58
4.67 3
.58
4.33 3 1.15
4.67 3
.58
3.33 3 1.15
3.67 3
.58
4.67 3
.58

Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table L4
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Policies Employed Effectively for Comparison
to the Overall Mean for Each Question.

Question
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

m
2.85
2.54
3.23
3.77
2.54
2.54
4.31
4.00
3.38
3.23
4.08
4.38

Q26 - Policies Employed Effectively
Yes
No
Unsure
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
13 1.41 2.15 13 1.07 2.78 9 1.09
13 1.33 2.54 13
.97 3.44 9 1.33
13 1.48 2.85 13 1.28 2.67 9 1.22
13 1.01 4.38 13
.87 4.11 9
.78
.93 1.78 9
.83
13 1.20 1.77 13
13 1.13 2.38 13
.87 2.33 9 1.12
13
.95 4.77 13
.44 4.56 9
.53
13 1.00 4.46 13
.66 4.33 9
.87
.78
13 1.26 4.08 13 1.04 4.11 9
13 1.36 2.46 13 1.05 2.89 9 1.17
13 1.04 3.92 13
.86 3.78 9
.83
13 1.19 4.69 13
.48 4.89 9
.33
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81

Table L5
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Challenge - Support Staff for Comparison to
the Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q28 - Challenge - Support Staff
Most
Somewhat
Least
Challenging
Challenging
Challenging
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.43 14 1.09 2.62 13 1.26 3.00 7 1.41
2
3.07 14 1.33 2.77 13 1.09 2.43 7 1.27
3
2.93 14 1.21 2.92 13 1.55 3.29 7 1.11
.90
4
4.14 14 .77 3.92 13 1.12 4.14 7
5
1.86 14 .86 2.23 13 1.30 2.29 7
.95
6
2.29 14 .73 2.46 13 1.13 2.86 7 1.21
7
4.57 14 .65 4.69 13 .48 4.14 7 1.07
.90
8
4.57 14 .65 4.07 13 .95 3.86 7
9
3.79 14 .89 3.85 13 1.28 2.71 7 1.25
10
2.43 14 1.02 3.31 13 1.18 3.14 7 1.34
11
4.07 14 .73 4.15 13
.55 3.71 7 1.11
12
4.86 14 .36 4.46 13 1.13 4.43 7
.79
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Overall Mean
m
2.57
2.77
2.94
4.09
2.06
2.43
4.54
4.26
3.83
2.86
3.94
4.63

n
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

s
1.22
1.24
1.33
.92
1.06
1.01
.70
.85
1.10
1.22
.91
.81

Table L6
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Challenge –Budget for Comparison to the
Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q28 - Challenge – Budget
Most
Somewhat
Least
Challenging
Challenging
Challenging
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.53 15 1.36 2.63 16 1.02 2.00 3 1.73
2
2.53 15 1.30 3.13 16 1.20 2.33 3 1.15
3
2.87 15 1.64 2.75 16 1.00 4.00 3 1.00
.58
4
4.27 15 .96 4.00 16 .82 4.33 3
5
1.87 15 1.13 2.13 16 .96 2.00 3 1.00
6
2.13 15 .92 2.56 16 .96 2.33 3
.58
7**
4.80 15 .41 4.25 16 .86 5.00 3 0.00
8
4.13 15 .99 4.25 16 .77 5.00 3 0.00
9
4.13 15 1.13 3.69 16 .95 3.67 3 1.53
10
3.07 15 1.28 2.88 16 1.09 1.33 3
.58
11
3.80 15 1.08 4.00 16 .82 4.33 3
.58
12
4.60 15 1.06 4.69 16 .60 4.67 3
.58
** Question means differed across budget groups.
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Overall Mean
m
2.57
2.77
2.94
4.09
2.06
2.43
4.54
4.26
3.83
2.86
3.94
4.63

n
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

s
1.22
1.24
1.33
.92
1.06
1.01
.70
.85
1.10
1.22
.91
.81

Table L7
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Challenge –Authority for Comparison to the
Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q 28 - Challenge – Authority
Most
Somewhat
Least
Challenging
Challenging
Challenging
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
3.00 6 1.26
2.60 5 1.82 2.52 23 1.08
2
2.67 6 .82
2.00 5 1.41 3.04 23 1.22
3
3.17 6 .75
4.00 5 1.22 2.74 23 1.36
4
3.50 6 1.05
4.60 5 .55 4.09 23
.90
5**
3.00 6 .89
1.60 5 .55 1.96 23 1.07
6**
3.50 6 1.22
2.20 5 .84 2.26 23
.81
7**
3.83 6 .98
5.00 5 0.00 4.61 23
.58
8
3.83 6 .75
4.60 5 .89 4.26 23
.86
9
3.17 6 1.33
4.00 5 1.22 3.91 23 1.00
10
3.33 6 1.37
2.00 5 1.22 3.00 23 1.09
11
4.00 6 .89
3.80 5 1.10 4.09 23
.67
12
4.17 6 .75
4.80 5 .45 4.70 23
.88
** Question means differed across authority groups.
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Overall Mean
m
2.57
2.77
2.94
4.09
2.06
2.43
4.54
4.26
3.83
2.86
3.94
4.63

n
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

s
1.22
1.24
1.33
.92
1.06
1.01
.70
.85
1.10
1.22
.91
.81

Table L8
Mean (m), Convenience Sample Size (n), and Standard Deviation (s) for the 12 Personal
Opinion Survey Questions Partitioned by Reciprocity Agreement for Comparison to the
Overall Mean for Each Question.
Q 29 - Reciprocity Agreement
Yes
Unsure
Question
m
n
s
m
n
s
1
2.45 29 1.24 3.17 6 .98
2
2.76 29 1.30 2.83 6 .98
3
3.00 29 1.36 2.67 6 1.21
4
4.07 29
.96 4.17 6 .75
5
2.03 29 1.05 2.17 6 1.17
6
2.38 29
.98 2.67 6 1.21
7
4.62 29
.56 4.17 6 1.17
8
4.28 29
.88 4.17 6 .75
9
3.97 29 1.09 3.17 6 .98
10
2.72 29 1.22 3.50 6 1.05
11
3.97 29
.94 3.83 6 .75
12
4.69 29
.81 4.33 6 .82
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Overall Mean
m
n
s
2.57 35 1.22
2.77 35 1.24
2.94 35 1.33
4.09 35 .92
2.06 35 1.06
2.43 35 1.01
4.54 35 .70
4.26 35 .85
3.83 35 1.10
2.86 35 1.22
3.94 35 .91
4.63 35 .81
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